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INTRODUCTION 
The American economy is a rapidly growing economy. 
Gross national product and per capita disposable personal 
income have been increasing with a simultaneous decline 
in the length of the work week. The results of this im­
provement are readily apparent: in quantity and qualiby of 
food, the adequacy of housing, home conveniences, automo­
biles, in community services and recreation. The trends in 
increasing per capita income and increasing consumer goods 
available are expected to continue. 
Improvements in technology and increases in the quan­
tity and quality of resources permit an increase in the na­
tional income. Otherwise, a maximum income would be reached 
when existing resources were allocated most efficiently. 
Whenever it is possible to increase resource returns by 
changing the use of a resource, it is also possible to in­
crease national income and per capita income 
In the dynamic, progressive American economy, forces of 
change are at work. Changes toward higher incomes cause 
changes in the pattern of spending. In a wealthy society more 
of the increase in income is spent on conveniences and comfort, 
luxury items, recreation, and education, and less on food. 
Changing patterns of spending can have positive or negative 
^Resource returns include allowances for resource qual­
ity, risk and uncertainty. 
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gross income effects on different industries. 
Technological progress causes some resource returns to 
move out of line with the returns of the same resource in 
other uses when total productivity of all inputs or the rela­
tive productivity between inputs is changed. All industries 
are not equally affected by technological improvement. Adjust­
ment to changing technologies is a continuous process within 
and between industries. 
"The pattern of income opportunities undergoes continuous 
modification because the forces operating in a progressive 
economy change the underlying conditions of supply anu demand. 
These forces affect various products and resources differently. 
Supply and demand shift at different rates in alternative em­
ployments. As a result, returns in some employments get out 
of line with those in other employments, and a maladjustment 
is created in the use of resources." (26, p. 11) 
Farming is an industry that has been subjected to shifting 
forces such as economic progress^ technological developments, 
new products and growing population. In part, the accomplish­
ments of agriculture have made our rapid economic progress pos­
sible. At the same time, this economic progress, to which 
farming has made an important contribution, is causing income 
and transfer problems to impinge on farmers. 
Farming has become highly productive. In the process it has 
freed labor to be used elsewhere in the economy; to produce the 
other goods and services which now characterize the American 
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way of life. A nation can be wealthy only if it requires few 
of its resources to be used in producing food for subsistence. 
The level of living in many parts of the world is low because 
much of the labor force must be used in producing food. In 
some areas of the world, 80 percent of the labor force is used 
in producing food as contrasted with approximately ten percent 
in the United States. 
The farming industry has fulfilled one of its responsi­
bilities by producing abundant food for the nation. Even 
though people are well provided with food, and federal programs 
are accumulating stocks of farm products, our farm production 
continues to increase at a rate which exceeds the population 
increase. See Table 1. 
Table 1. Index numbers of farm output and population, U. S. 
1950-59. (52, p. 6W (1950 = 100) 
Year Population Farm Output 
1950 100 100 
1955 109 112 
1959 117 123 
The success achieved by farmers in increasing the produc­
tion of food has contributed to our record national income and 
to our income growth of nearly 3& percent per year. However, 
the ability of farmers to increase production more rapidly than 
k  
demand increases has generated economic pressures within the 
farming industry. 
Many economists agree with G. E. Brandow, Pennsylvania 
State University, when he states, "The underlying problem con­
fronting commercial farmers -- as distinguished from subsis­
tence or parttime farmers — emerged clearly as soon as the 
Korean inflation subsided. Agriculture came out of the war 
period with an excessive level of output relative to peace­
time needs. Stimulated by rapid technical advance and un­
checked by built-in restraints characterizing oligopolistic 
industries, farm production at comparable prices rises more 
rapidly than market outlets expand.* The imbalance between 
production and markets tends to be generalized over most of 
agriculture because of substitution among commodities in 
production and consumption." (8, p. 177) 
With rapidly rising national incomes and rising incomes 
in many nonfarm industries, the farm industry income has de­
clined, displaying the effects of output increases with low 
price and income elasticities. See Table 2. 
Shifting economic forces affecting supply and demand ap­
pear to have made farming an over expanded industry. Economic 
pressures tend to direct the reallocation of resources from 
overexpanded industries into higher return uses. If not real-
Comparable prices are defined as prices equating re­
turns to labor and capital employed on efficient farms with 
returns in industry, nonmonetary factors considered. 
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Table 2. Realized net income of farm 
operators from farming ad­
justed to 1947 index of prices 
paid (54, p. 7) (1940 = 100) 
Year Realized Net Income 
1945 199 
1950 151 
1955 119 
1956 123 
1957 107 
located in this manner, the owners of resources will not share 
the increase in national income in accordance with improved 
technology and quantity of resources. Overexpanded industries 
will get little, if any, of the increase in income. Underde­
veloped industries will get a disproportionate share. 
If overexpanded, the farming industry would be subjected 
to economic pressures tending to move some resources into other 
employments. Farm labor is a resource which has been subject­
ed to these pressures. 
Trends in Farm Labor 
The size of the farm labor force has declined 40 percent 
in the last 40 years while farm output was increasing 75 per­
cent . (Table 3) 
An even sharper decline in the farm labor resource appears 
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Table 3- Size of the farm labor force. 
(52, p. 66) 
Year 
Total Farm Employment 
(in millions) 
1920 13.4 
1930 12.5 
1940 11.0 
1950 9.3 
1955 8.2 
1957 7.6 
when man-hours of farm labor are considered. See Table 4-
The total quantity of agricultural inputs showed no change 
in the 1950*s as farm output increased 25 percent. Man-hours 
of labor used on farms decreased at an average annual rate of 
Table Lj.. Man hours of labor used for 
farm work, U. S. 1920-59. 
(53, p. 50) 
Man-hours 
Year (in millions) 
1920 23,995 
1930 22,921 
I94.O 20,467 
1950 15,137 
1958 11,103 
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four percent during the decade, compared with 2|- percent during 
the 2+0* s and much more moderate rates of decline in the 19301 s 
and 19201 s. Farm labor accounted for nearly half of the total 
agricultural inputs in 191+7-49» but dropped to 30 percent in 
1958. Little change occurred in relative importance of land to 
total inputs, but the proportion of nonfarm inputs increased. 
As pressures of declining incomes became more acute, in­
creasing numbers of farm men and women turned to the nonfarm 
labor market to supplement their farm incomes. In 1950, 17 
percent of the farm wives and 25 percent of the farm males had 
entered the nonfarm labor force. In 1958, this had increased 
to 24 percent of the farm wives and 34 percent of the farm 
males. (52, p. 26) 
During the decade, 1948-57, the labor force of the United 
States increased slightly more than nine million persons. (11, 
p. 158) In spite of the addition of large numbers into the 
labor force our national economy maintained a condition of near 
full employment. Under such conditions it has been relatively 
easy for large numbers of farm people to find nonfarm employ­
ment, mitigating the downward pressures upon per capita incomes 
brought by declining gross farm income. 
The magnitude of the farm problem facing us in the near 
future is likely to be intensified in terms of income effects. 
On the one hand, downward pressures upon farm prices and incomes 
appear likely to increase rather than diminish, and the decline 
will affect portions of the farm economy which have not been 
8 
greatly affected previously. At the same time the nation will 
be faced with absorbing record numbers of new nonfarm entrants 
to the labor force without experiencing substantial unemploy­
ment. The high rate of entry of new workers in the labor force 
will intensify the problems of less well-trained persons in 
farming who might desire nonfarm employment. 
An appreciation of the forces affecting the farm labor re­
sources is essential in such a setting. 
Forces Affecting Farm Labor 
The forces responsible for economic growth are constantly 
pushing agriculture out of balance. Economic progress itself 
has this effect, and wars have added to the problem. However, 
agriculture has been adjusting to the forces creating imbalance. 
The decline in the demand for labor in farming, prompted by the 
wide spread introduction of labor saving machinery, has been 
accompanied by a decline in farm employment. The rate of de­
cline has been very rapid since 194-0. 
The decline in the farm labor resource is one of the main 
reasons for the rapid increase in labor productivity. It has 
been primarily through the release of labor from agriculture 
that the benefits from advances in farm technology have been 
obtained. This also has been the principle means whereby farm 
people have shared in economic growth. If this adjustment had 
not occurred, labor earnings in farming would have been much 
reduced. 
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Economic forces affecting demand, for farm labor 
New agricultural technology One of the important 
forces causing farm labor maladjustment has been the development 
of agricultural technology. Improvements in technology have 
shifted the relative productivity of land, labor and capital. 
Much of the improved technology has been capital using and 
labor saving. The productivity of capital in the form of fer­
tilizer, mechanical power, and farm equipment has increased 
sharply relative to the productivity of land and labor. Ad­
justments of land and labor to the rapidly increasing relative 
productivity of capital have not been made at a rate which 
would prevent lower labor returns to the farm labor remaining. 
Attracted by the lower per unit costs and increased gross 
revenues to the innovator of output increasing new technology, 
the majority of farmers soon employ this technical improvement. 
The result is an expansion of total agricultural output. 
Total farm output capacity averaged eight percent more 
than consumption needs from 1949 through 1956.* (5# p• 147) 
"During the past five years, the annual net addition to 
stocks of major crops have amounted to the equivalent of a 
little more than five percent of the harvested cropland." 
(25, p. 11) 
No letup to this manufacture of excess capacity is in 
^Consumption needs are defined as the amount of farm 
products that would be consumed at prices which would give 
comparable returns to farm resources. 
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easy sight. For, even if technical inventions in agriculture 
came to a halt, it is estimated that food and fiber demands of 
our 1975 population could be met through full use of presently 
available farm technologies. ( l, pp. 37-kk )  
The resulting aggregate output increases with low price 
elasticity reduces aggregate gross revenue to a lower level 
than before the new technology was adopted. The returns to 
farm factors of production fall. 
The per capita farm income must decline unless resources 
are transferred out of agriculture. In trying to take too 
much of the gains from better technology in the form of more 
agricultural output, farm people have failed to share in eco­
nomic growth in the same terms as other groups, and the gains 
from advances in technology have not been fully realized. The 
decreasing per capita returns in farming and the resulting 
lower returns to the farm labor resource has developed a "push" 
of farm labor out of "agriculture. 
Relative price changes 
Substitution between resources has been implemented by the 
general rise in the price of all labor relative to capital, 
The growth in the national economy, the rapid expansion of both 
secondary and tertiary industries has caused the price of all 
types of labor to rise relative to other resources. This ef­
fect was felt in farm as well as nonfarm industries. From 194-0 
to 1956, farm wage rates jumped 320 percent. Farm machinery 
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prices jumped by 120 percent and fertilizer prices were up only 
50 percent. 
Therefore both the increasing productivity of capital 
relative to labor, and the increasing price of labor relative 
to capital has caused capital to be rapidly substituted for 
labor. 
Economic forces affecting the supply of farm labor 
Growth in per capita income The growing per capita 
income alters the demand for goods and services. With rising 
incomes, consumers change the proportion of income which they 
spend on different products. 
When a rich country grows richer, the demand for food in­
creases relatively little. The demands for services, recrea­
tion and education increase most. Beyond a certain minimum, 
rising income is spent increasingly for products that satisfy 
wants for comfort and distinction. 
The changes in relative demands for product will cause 
changes in the demand for resources. The demand for resources 
of industries producing high income elasticity products will 
rise relative to the demand in industries producing low income 
elasticity products. In the competition for resources the low 
income elasticity industries will be outbid by the high income 
elasticity industries. As a result the low income elasticity 
industries will tend to employ a declining share of the econ­
omy's total resources. 
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Because of the very low income elasticity for food, agri­
culture can be outbid by most other industries. This tends to 
raise the prices of resources used in nonfarm production rela­
tive to the prices of farm products. This produces a "pull" 
of the labor resource out of food production into nonfood pro­
ducing industries. This decreases the supply of farm labor. 
High rural birth rate and other factors Another factor 
creating an imbalance in terms of the optimum allocation of the 
labor resource on the supply side is the perennial oversupply 
of labor on the farms due to the relatively high farm birth 
rate. 
Summary of economic forces affecting farm labor 
Other factors operating to affect the demand and supply 
of the labor resource include "changes in income distribution, 
population growth, changes in consumer preferences, intro­
duction of related products, shifts in inter-regional and 
foreign competition and demand." (26, pp. 12-15) 
Two of the major forces affecting the farm labor re­
sources are: 
(1) The increasing aggregate output of farm production 
with low price elasticities and the increasing productivity 
of capital relative to labor on the farm has cuased farm labor 
to become redundant, thus resulting in a "push" out of farming. 
(2) With growing per capita incomes the higher income 
elasticities of products produced in the nonfarm industries 
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relative to the farm industry has caused, higher returns for 
the labor resource in the nonfarm industries relative to the 
farm. This has resulted in a "pull" of labor out of farming, 
reducing the supply of farm labor. 
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REGENT FARM POPULATION ADJUSTMENTS 
Between 194-0 and 1950 the United States farm population 
decreased by 5,4^9,000. The decrease was 4,662,000 more be­
tween 1950 and 1957. Off farm migration at this rapid rate 
has taken place and is continuing coincident with a steadily 
increasing farm output. (50, p. 28) 
Since 1950, Iowa has increased in population more slowly 
than any of the adjoining states. This was not caused by any 
failure of Iowa population to reproduce itself. More than 
twice as many children were born in Iowa in any recent year 
as there were persons of all ages who died. During the decade 
1940 to 1950, the births in Iowa exceeded the deaths by 
280,750. Of this total, 166,423 births were in the rural pop­
ulation, and 114,327 were in the urban. If no persons had 
left the state and none had moved in, Iowa's population in 
1950 would have been 2,819,018, instead of the 2,621,073 enu­
merated by the census. (22, p. 781) 
Thus the record shows that 197,945 more persons moved out 
of the state than moved into it between 1940 and 1950, but the 
movement of population was not evenly distributed over the 
state. While the urban population in Iowa gained 25,508 per­
sons by net movement to urban areas, rural population lost 
223,453 persons as a net result of migration. (22, p. 781) 
Bowles estimates that the Iowa farm population lost 219,000 
persons as a result of the net migration in the decade between 
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1940 and 1950 (7, p. 35) 
Since 1920, the farm population has decreased from more 
than 40 percent to approximately 25 percent of the total pop­
ulation of Iowa. The movement was not greater because of a 
number of factors, among which is a necessity for moving long 
distances because of the relatively limited opportunities for 
off-farm employment in Iowa, especially in rural counties. 
(58, p. 34) 
Persons of all ages were represented in the migration 
from Iowa farms during the 1940-1950 decade. More than half 
of the total (56 percent) were less than 25 years of age in 
1940. The other 44 percent of the migrants from the farms 
were evenly divided between the two age groups, 25-49, and 50 
years or older. (7, p. 35) 
The full significance of the relationships of age and 
migration and agricultural adjustment remains to be studied. 
It appears that 15-30 years is the age period during which 
most persons leave the farming population. These are the ages 
before persons become established in farming. Such migration 
takes farm young people out of competition for farms at an age 
when they can more easily become established elsewhere. (58, 
p. 35) It is important to note that 2^- times as many persons 
under 30 years old left Iowa farms as left between 30-55 years 
of age, or 55 years of age or older. Slightly more than 2/5 
of all persons between 15 and 24 years old left the farm, less 
than one in eight persons 35-39 years old left the farm. 
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Nearly half of those who were 65 to 70 years old left the farm, 
but there remain some 27,000 males on farms over 65 years old 
in 1950. 
The most flexible and the most mobile of the entire farm 
labor force is the group of farm youth before they have en­
tered the occupation of farming. Because of their relatively 
greater mobility and because the brunt of the adjustment in 
agriculture will fall upon this group, this study is centered 
upon farm youth prior to the actual entry into the occupation. 
Rate of Farm Labor Adjustment 
The rate of mobility of the farm population for the past 
16 years has been almost phenomenal. The total labor force in 
American agriculture has dropped by 1/3 since 191+0. Yet even 
the rapid rate of adjustment has not kept pace with the intro­
duction of new technology. The adjustment is still going on 
and, barring a prolonged recession, will continue for some 
years ahead. The outmigration of the labor force has not been 
sufficient to keep the returns in agriculture from falling, 
relative to the returns of labor in industry. (2!+, p. 163) 
Even in the face of rapid outmigration it seems apparent that 
returns of the labor resource in farming are dropping relative 
to the labor returns in nonfarm employments with consideration 
given resource quality, risk, and nonmonetary benefits. 
This focuses attention on the question of mobility. The 
rate of adjustment of the labor resource between farm and non-
17 
farm employments has not been as rapid as the rate at which 
maladjustments have been created by the economic forces af­
fecting the relative demand and supply of the labor resource 
in the alternative uses. 
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FARM LABOR MOBILITY RESTRICTIONS 
The Relation of Values to Immobility 
People have ideas about how reality actually is or was, 
and they have ideas about how it ought to be or ought to have 
been. The former we call "beliefs"; the latter we call "val­
uations". (32, p. 1027) A person's beliefs, that is, his 
knowledge, can be objectively judged to be true or false and 
more or less complete. His valuations that a social situation 
is or was "just", "right", "fair", "desirable", or the oppo­
site, cannot be judged by any objective standards that science 
provides. In their "opinions" people express both their be­
liefs and their valuations. Usually people do not distinguish 
between what they think they know and what they like or dis­
like . 
Valuations play a very important part in the formation of 
preferences. It is the underlying valuations which form the 
basis of a decision regarding what a person prefers or does 
not prefer. One of the preferences thus affected is his pref­
erence for an occupation. The underlying valuations associ­
ated with farm life are important determinants relative to a 
farm boy's decision on a farm or a nonfarm career. 
Valuations are considered to be the prime determinants of 
the preference structure. Beliefs are based on information. 
Lack of information or lack of experience in nonfarm pursuits 
can permit many beliefs associated with farming to be false. 
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These beliefs affect the boy's knowledge of his relative op­
portunities but do not influence the preference structure. 
"There are no homogeneous attitudes behind human behav­
iour, but a mesh of struggling inclinations, interests, and 
ideals, some held conscious and some suppressed for long in­
tervals, but all active in bending behavior in their direc­
tion." (32, p. xlviii) 
John Brewster strikes a similar note when he says that 
our machine age, including modern scientific agriculture, is 
the outgrowth of America's pre-machine creeds of life and not 
the other way around. (9, p.2) But modern technical advance 
now generates numerous conflicts among these creeds. These 
conflicts are the very heart of modern policy problems 
whether in agriculture or industry. It is generally believed 
that a large element of the farm population holds valuations 
and beliefs that would cause them to remain in agriculture 
even in the face of higher earning opportunities elsewhere 
which they might or might not fully understand. 
The valuations of rural people develop preference struc­
tures which cause many rural boys to prefer farming to other 
occupations, thus tending to hold farm labor in agriculture. 
Information and Capital Restrictions 
Knowledge of nonfarm opportunities is not readily avail­
able to farmers in areas relatively remote to the industrial 
sectors. Uncertainties and fear of the unknown connected with 
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urban living causes a great reluctance on the part of Iowa 
farm labor to venture into the industrial sectors in search 
of employment. Capital limitations, too, are a factor in many 
areas, preventing farm people from searching for nonfarm em­
ployment in other areas of the country. In some cases the 
capital limitation might be severe enough to prevent the move 
into the area even if employment was known to be available. 
This hypothesis suggests that the answer lies within the farm 
people themselves, mainly in the form of ignorance of nonfarm 
employment opportunities and lack of capital for moving ex­
penses to nonfarm jobs. 
Ernest Nesius, Director of Extension, University of Ken­
tucky, writes that many present programs are inadequate in 
that (1) they touch the lives of too few of our young people; 
(2) they do not provide sufficient information as a basis for 
a sound decision as to a career; (3) young people are left 
stranded in a "sink or swim" position in the post-school sit­
uations; and (4) existing programs are not adaptable to pres­
ent problems, (33, p. 368) 
Nonfarm Opportunities Nonexistent 
Information level and capital position as well as the 
number of nonfarm employment opportunities available can af­
fect the elasticity of the farm labor supply curve. At any 
one time, however, there are groups of farm labor that have 
differing supply elasticities. There is a group of farmers 
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who have talents, abilities, and skills, that make their op­
portunity costs in nonfarm employments relatively high. A 
shift to the left in the demand curve for farm labor is more 
apt to cause the farmers in this group to shift their occupa­
tion. 
There is also a group of farmers at the other extreme 
whose labor supply has no alternative uses. They face the al­
ternatives of working on the farm or unemployment. Should any 
alternative uses of the labor exist, it would give lower re­
turn than the presently low return of labor on the farm. This 
group could possess a backward sloping labor supply curve. 
Recognizing that farm labor has widely differing elasticities 
of supply, it should also be recognized that it is not neces­
sary for all farm labor to have a relatively high supply 
elasticity in order to have an adaptable agriculture. 
Market Imperfections 
Atomistic competition exists in the farming industry 
while many nonfarm industries have varying degrees of imper­
fect competition. (19, p. 2) Hendricks maintains that purely 
competitive conditions for profits and survival necessarily 
force nonfarm employers to extend to farm people both a know­
ledge of higher paying nonfarm opportunities and the needed 
means of moving to them. Such conditions would force employ­
ers to do this through competitive bidding and labor recruit­
ment to the point where they equate marginal costs and re­
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turns for this activity just as for other activities. The 
very fact that they do not do so is prima facie evidence that 
impediments to outfarm migration do not lie within farm people 
but nonfarm labor market imperfections which normally keep 
nonfarm employers from making use of the full supply of work­
ers who want jobs at wages they pay. If a purely competitive 
agriculture were coupled with a similarly competitive nonfarm 
labor market, outfarm migration would prevent even the most 
rapid technical advance and limited market outlets from giving 
rise to excess farm capacity and low per capita farm income. 
As matters stand, however, agriculture is a highly competitive 
industry in a world where major departures from competition 
are widespread and where normally there is much less than full 
employment (defined as the optimal allocation of labor). In 
these conditions are rooted the impediments to outfarm migra­
tion in the amount needed to remove excess capacity arising 
from rapid technical advance. (19, pp. 1-8) 
It seems apparent, however, that Hendricks is assuming 
that unemployment is a normal condition and there will not be 
sufficient economic growth in the economy to absorb this un­
employment . 
Brewster, who agrees with Hendricks1 analysis, does say 
that there is a way in which outfarm migration could offer a 
solution to agricultural problems if it were coupled with the 
national policies effectively designed to accelerate economic 
growth to the point required to absorb the nation's unemploy-
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ment in the face of both rapid population growth and rapid 
technical advance of a labor-saving and output-increasing 
nature in the farm and nonfarm sectors. He maintains, however, 
that growth rates of our economy are much short of this re­
quirement since recessions have marred four of the last ten 
years. (9, pp. 25-27) 
Therefore, even assuming that serious market imperfec­
tions exist, it is important that programs to facilitate off-
farm migration be used, although it would be necessary to co­
ordinate them with national policies which insure economic 
growth and prevent substantial unemployment. 
When farm labor competes with nonfarm labor in the im­
perfect labor market it is at a distinct disadvantage. When 
a job opportunity appears within a unionized industry, this 
job will be filled by union-management agreed policies which 
are based heavily on the principle of seniority. If the job 
is rated high on the job-rating list it will be filled within 
the union ranks on the basis of seniority until the opening 
becomes one of the lowest rating in that particular company. 
Then, before going to the employment services, union employees 
of this particular company will have an opportunity to recom­
mend friends, relatives, and acquaintances for this position. 
(39, p. 395) If there happens to be none in this category, 
union members of other companies will have the opportunity to 
make this recommendation. Because of the system by which job 
information is made available, farm labor, regardless of its 
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ability or skill, would be the very last to hear about such 
an opportunity. 
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IMPORTANCE OF FARM YOUTH TO FARM POLICY 
In recent years there has been considerable discussion 
and many proposals regarding policies to accelerate the move­
ment of farm labor out of farming. Any policy of this nature 
would probably be most effective when directed toward farm 
youth before their entry into farming. In order for such a 
policy to be evaluated, before it can be effective, a great 
deal more must be known about how farm youth make their occu­
pational decisions. It is the purpose of this study to pro­
vide information which would facilitate decisions regarding 
public policy intended to influence the mobility of farm labor. 
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OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 
Objective No. It To determine the pattern of occupational 
plans of Iowa farm youth about to enter the labor market 
If a boy in the twelfth grade in high school is planning to 
enter an occupation, presumably he will make a reasonable ef­
fort to enter the occupation of his choice. It is recognized, 
however, that the actual occupation entered by many boys will 
not be the one specified by their plans. The extent of this 
deviation and the reasons for this deviation will be the sub­
ject of a later study, with the same boys being interviewed 
again. 
Objective No. 2: To develop an explanation for the occu­
pational plan pattern exhibited and to identify major factors 
influencing the formation of these plans It will be essen­
tial to know what forces are related to the occupational plans 
of farm youth if policy proposals are designed to influence 
the mobility of farm youth. This study will attempt to pro­
vide information regarding the major forces related to occu­
pational planning. 
Objective No. 3: To develop the knowledge needed to as­
sist in formulating policy with respect to farm youth 
When the major forces related to occupational planning of farm 
youth are identified and the relative intensity of these 
forces are made available, policy proposals regarding the mo­
bility of farm youth can be made with greater understanding. 
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ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
Optimum Combination, Occupation Given 
It is assumed that occupational planning of youth encom­
passes the decision-making process in a rational manner and 
is not merely the result of a series of random incidents. For 
the purposes of this study it is also assumed that plans can 
be used as an indication of the occupation the respondent will 
endeavor to pursue. 
Viewed in this manner, occupational selection becomes an 
economic problem. The individual attempts to achieve the 
highest level of satisfaction, given his preference structure, 
with the resources at his disposal. 
Scitovsky illustrates the market behavior of the worker 
who sells his services at a fixed wage rate, (I4.O, p. 85) This 
he does graphically as illustrated in Fig. 1. Any point in 
this diagram represents a combination of money income and lei­
sure time in the individual's possession. The fact that he is 
a price taker and can sell the use of as much of his time as 
he desires at a fixed price (wage) is expressed by the drawing 
of a budget line whose slope represents this price. This line 
is drawn from the point on the horizontal axis representing 
the total amount of time per day, week, or year at his dispos­
al. The market's willingness to buy any amount of his ser­
vices at a fixed hourly wage rate enables him to travel along 
the budget line from the 21j. hour point showing the total time 
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per day at his disposal to any other point on the budget line. 
In Pig. 1, for example, the slope of the budget line repre­
sents a wage of $1.50 per hour. Point P on the budget line 
shows the position of a person who works eight hours per day, 
earns a daily wage of $12, and has 16 hours a day to himself 
for rest and leisure. 
If a person who is free to decide how many hours to work 
goes to point P we assume that he does so because this combin­
ation of money income and leisure time gives him the greatest 
satisfaction, for if it did not, he would have gone to some 
other point on the budget line. The amount of satisfaction 
enjoyed by the individual when he is at the preferred point on 
his budget line can be represented by an indifference curve 
going through this point. The shape and position of this in­
difference curve represents the preference structure of the 
individual. 
The slope of the individual's indifference curve shows 
his marginal rate of substitution between leisure time and 
money income. When he is a price taker, free to decide how 
much to work, the worker equates his marginal value of his 
work to his rate of earnings by proceeding to the point in the 
plane where his budget line is tangent to an indifference 
curve. This is shown by point P in Fig. 1. 
Using the example suggested by Scitovsky, we can adapt 
the framework to our problem of occupational choice by having 
the vertical line represent income from work and the horizontal 
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line represent the value placed on nonmonetary benefits within 
an occupation. For example, if a budget line were to be drawn 
for a boy considering farming as an occupation, he might have 
an expectation of annual earning represented by Point A. This 
would be his earnings in farming if he devoted all of his ef­
forts to earning money and none of his time to nonmonetary 
benefits. In addition he would have a point, A1, which would 
represent his expectations of earnings of nonmonetary benefits 
in farming if he devoted all of his time to the enjoyment of 
nonmonetary benefits and none of his time to earning a money 
income. Connecting these two points would give a budget line, 
AA1, for income and nonmonetary benefits associated with farm­
ing, similar to the budget line drawn by Scitovsky between in­
come and leisure. By constructing the individual's indiffer­
ence curve, RR', we show the point of optimum combination be­
tween monetary earnings and nonmonetary benefits for this in­
dividual in the occupation of farming. (Fig. 2) 
Optimum combination and choice between occupations 
Similarly there is a budget line for the same individual for 
his best nonfarm opportunity. This budget line will be re­
ferred to as BB'. If the individual's expectation regarding 
income and nonmonetary benefits are both greater in the nonfaim 
occupation than in farming, there will be no question regard­
ing his occupational plan, Fig. 3• In this case, the indif­
ference curve representing the highest satisfaction will be 
tangent with the budget line for his nonfarm opportunity, BB'. 
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It is also possible that the individual's income expectations 
and expectations for nonmonetary benefits would both be great a1 
in farming. In this case, the budget lines in Fig. 3 would be 
reversed and the occupation representing the highest satisfac­
tion would be farming. 
A frequent occurence would be one where the income expec­
tations in the nonfarm opportunity would be greater than in 
farming, but the nonmonetary benefits expected would be 
greater in farming. See Fig. J|. The occupational plan of this 
individual would depend entirely on his preference structure 
portrayed by the indifference curve. If this individual would 
prefer farming at equal income, but places a high value on 
monetary income, his indifference curve would be similar to 
RR' in Fig. 1^. The budget line which would offer him the 
highest degree of satisfaction would be BB' or the nonfarm oc­
cupation. 
If, however, in a similar situation the individual placed 
a low value on monetary income, but a high value on nonmone­
tary benefits, his preference map would resemble LL' in Fig. 5-
The budget line which would offer the highest degree of satis­
faction in this case would be AA' or an occupation of farming. 
Important to the decision-making problem of occupational 
choice, then, according to this simple model, would be (1) the 
preference map; (2) expectations of income in farming versus 
nonfarm opportunity; (3) expectations of nonmonetary benefits 
in farming versus nonfarm opportunity. These expectations 
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would be based upon the resources the boy would have at his 
command, including financial and personal ability. It would 
also be determined by the extent of the information concerning 
occupational requirements, occupational conditions, and occu­
pational rewards. This study will attempt to examine the 
boy's preferences, his resources, and his expectations as they 
apply to the problem of occupational decision making within 
the framework outlined. 
34 
GENERAL HYPOTHESIS 
An over-all general hypothesis serving as a foundation 
for this study suggests that the monetary and nonmonetary 
preference structure of the individual and his family, the ex­
pectations with respect to relative farm and nonfarm earnings, 
and the resources of the individual and his family are major 
factors influencing the occupational plans of farm-reared boys 
in Iowa. This can be more specifically stated within three 
general hypotheses: (1) boys who plan to farm associate great­
er nonmonetary benefits with farm conditions than do boys who 
do not plan to farm; (2) boys who plan to farm have greater 
financial resources, either personal or family, at their dis­
posal and less other resources at their disposal than boys who 
do not plan to farm; (3) boys who plan to farm have expecta­
tions that would make them more optimistic regarding the pos­
sibility of achieving their goals in farming than do boys who 
do not plan to farm. 
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THE SAMPLING PLAN 
The Universe 
All farm boys in the senior class in Iowa high schools 
which were located in towns or communities of less than 
25,000 population were included in the universe sampled. The 
high schools located in Burlington, Cedar Rapids, Council 
Bluffs, Clinton, Davenport, Des Moines, Dubuque, Fort Dodge, 
Iowa City, Mason City, Ottumwa, Sioux City and Waterloo were 
excluded because of the low percentage of rural children at­
tending the schools. 
County superintendents and high school superintendents 
supplied data for each high school in the state of Iowa. The 
data compiled were: (1) the number of students in high school; 
(2) the number of rural farm children in high school; (3) the 
number of farm boys in the senior class. After this informa­
tion was gathered for all of the high schools in the state, 
each high school was located on a map with the number of sen­
ior farm boys in each high school designated. 
Definition of Terms 
Farm: A tract of land on which 25 crop acres were harves­
ted annually. 
Farm boy: A senior high school boy who lived as a member 
of a household of the family operating a farm as defined above. 
Sampling unit: A collection of geographically adjacent 
high schools which supplied an accumulated total of approxi­
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mately 50 farm boys. 
Sampling Procedure 
Iowa was subdivided into ten strata, each stratum con­
sisting of a sufficient number of high schools to number ap­
proximately 600 farm boys. 
Each stratum was further subdivided into 12 sampling 
units, with each sampling unit containing a sufficient number 
of high schools to supply approximately 50 farm boys. 
The 12 sampling units in each stratum were numbered, and 
two sampling units were drawn randomly within each stratum. 
Thus, 20 sampling units were drawn from a possible 120, a 16.6 
percent sample„ The final sample was planned to contain ap­
proximately 1,000 senior Iowa farm boys. (Pig. 6) 
Administering the Questionnaire 
The field operation was carried out by experienced inter­
viewers after a one day training on instructions for adminis­
tering the questionnaire. One hundred sixteen schools were 
visited by eight interviewers within a two week period of time. 
Appointments were made with the school superintendents in each 
of the 116 high schools. Each interviewer contacted two high 
schools in one day, or one each half day. The school superin­
tendent cooperated by gathering the senior high school farm 
boys in a room for the purpose of administering the question­
naire. With brief instructions by the interviewer, the boys 
were allowed approximately one hour to complete the question-
/ 
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Fig. 6 Location of strata and sampling units 
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naire. After the questionnaires were completed the interview­
er edited them immediately in order to assure completion. All 
questionnaires were collected according to schedule in all but 
approximately ten schools. In these cases, interview sched­
ules were disrupted by a severe snow storm. Where this occur­
red, questionnaires were left with a school official who ad­
ministered them to the absentees at a later date and forward­
ed them to the interviewer. For absences due to sickness, no 
attempt was made to obtain a completed questionnaire on the 
absentee. 
Each interviewer reported the expected number of farm boys 
at the school, the actual number of farm boys interviewed and 
the reasons for any discrepancy. Nine hundred seventy-five 
farm boys were expected in the 20 sampling units based on pre­
liminary estimates supplied by the school superintendent. 
Upon visiting the school, the interviewer found that 9I4.O farm 
boys actually attended senior class in the schools located 
within the 20 sampling units. Of the potential 9^0, 932 com­
pleted questionnaires were received. The enumeration loss 
was only eight questionnaires. (Appendix B) 
The Questionnaire 
The purpose of the questionnaire in general was to obtain 
as accurately and completely as possible information related 
to the occupational decision making of Iowa farm boys. The 
questionnaire (see Appendix A) was divided into several sec­
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tions. The section on general information provided informa­
tion on the boy's family situation, his parent's education, 
the boy's employment for pay, school activities, post school 
plans. Section B was on the boy's occupational plans. This 
section was to provide information regarding the boy's occu­
pational decision, including both temporary occupation and 
career occupation. Information was gathered relative to the 
boy's certainty of the occupational plan, the time of the de­
cision, and reasons for the decision. He was asked to iden­
tify expected difficulties and influences on his decision. 
Section C attempted to discover the boy's opinions regarding 
earning opportunities in farming under certain resource ar­
rangements, and how farm income opportunities would compare 
with nonfarm earning opportunities. Section D asked the boy 
to identify in detail his resources and expected resources in 
connection with occupation. Section E consisted of questions 
relating to the boy's understanding of characteristics of 
various occupations. Section P was concerned with identify­
ing preferred characteristics of jobs and communities. 
Editing and Processing the Data 
Although the questionnaires were edited for missing in­
formation immediately upon completion of the interview, they 
were reedited for missing information and to bring recorded 
responses in the questionnaire under a uniform set of terms, 
according to specific editing instructions. 
ko 
By means of a numerical code, data were prepared for 
punch card methods of processing. IBM cards were punched and 
verified from the coding forms. Consistency runs were made to 
check on final punch card entries. 
Methods of Estimation and 
Measures of Reliability 
Estimating group (domain) means, differences between group 
means, and variances of differences between group means 
dotation 
Yhtl = characteristic of i^ student in t^*1 segment of 
h^*1 stratum 
h = 1, 2, ..., L (L = 10) 
t = 1, 2, ..., n (n =2, N = 12) 
i = 1, 2, ..., mht (mht = 50) 
O^hti ~ if htith student belongs in group 
jYhti = / 
/ o -  otherwise 
m^t = number of students in t*"*1 segment of h**1 stratum 
in sample 
Jmht = Dumber of students in t^*1 segment of h**1 stratum 
in sample that are in j^h gr0Up 
mh = number of students in h^*1 stratum in sample 
jm^ = number of students in h^^ stratum in sample in jth 
group 
m = number of students in sample 
jm = number of students in sample in group 
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Mft = number of students in h^*1 stratum in population 
M = number of students in population 
IT L 10 
Estimates The following formulas were used to esti­
mate group means, difference between group means, and vari­
ances of these differences. 
j^h = estimate of population mean of j^h group in h**1 
stratum 
= v, = rT Jmht -jyhi-. = simple sample mean 
J*h fh — 
jy = estimate of overall population mean of J*1*1 group 
jy = jy = C jyji = simple sample mean 
h=l J 
^y - ^y = estimate of difference between two group means 
'<1* - z9)  * £ â <!Ât - Jh) -
2mht z — - \ 2-::-
2%-(27ht - 2fh\ 
*In this case, since n=2, this formula can be reduced to: 
v(xy-2y) - jl^l^hl'l^W " 2w(2^hl"2^h2^ 
where jw = jmhl j-mh2 / 
/ ( jmhl + j%2) 
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t-test for differences between two group means 
1Y - pY t=X ^ df = L(1n + 2n - 2) 
l/v(1Y-2Y) = 10(2 +2-2) 
= 20 
Estimating group proportions, differences between group pro­
portions, and variances of these differences 
Notation 
1 - if hti^b student possesses characteristic in 
y^i _ question, e.g., belongs to 4-H 
o - otherwise 
student belongs to j*1*1 group 
se 
- if hti^b student belongs to group 
otherwise 
jYhti = jYht = number of students in t^*1 segment of 
h*h- stratum who possess characteristic and who belong to 
jth groUp 
mht 
jmhti = jraht = "umber of students in t**1 segment of 
h^-*1 stratum who belong to j**1 group 
iP-h+. = ^ = sample proportion of students in group 
J jmht 
in t^*1 segment of h^ stratum who possess characteristic 
Similarly 
. \ Thti - lf htlt 
^ o - otherwi i hti 
Then 
k-3 
pi. 
proportion of students in h^*1 stratum in j*h gr0Up who 
possess characteristic 
iY 4-V, jP = = sample proportion of students in jtn group who 
possess characteristic 
= jP = estimate of proportion of students in jth group 
in population who possess characteristic 
^P - = estimate of difference between two group means 
In computing the variance of the differences between the pro­
portions in two groups, the formula of the preceding section 
was applied to the j^P' s. Thus: 
10 2 
V( - ( 1 2  '  "  i T O O  
t-test 
_ 1? - 2? 
t20 .. 
tJv(i9-2P) 
J -  v < L  f  v  
^°) 12)S lPht"lPh' "W12Pht"2Phj 
* Again, this formula can be reduced to: 
10 y» "V 2 
v(l^-2f) = (%ôô)(4)C flw(lPhl~lPh2) " 2w(2Phl"2Ph2)j 
where y = j™hl fhz/i + ,2 
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2 X values were computed in the usual way from two-way 
contingency tables in which stratification was ignored. 
Use of the term "significant" 
Throughout this dissertation the word "significant" will 
refer to a statistical test showing a level of significance 
of 95 percent. The term "appears to be significant" will be 
used where no statistical test was made, but tests made on 
similar data would indicate that statistical significance 
would not be in question. Where differences are compared 
without benefit of statistical test, the term "significant" 
will not be used in discussing the comparison. 
The number of respondents 
A potential of 940 farm boys lived in the sampled area. 
An enumeration loss of eight questionnaires reduced the number 
to 932. After editing, 62 questionnaires were discarded. The 
number of completed questionnaires considered in this study 
was 870. 
kS 
DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION REGARDING OCCUPATIONAL 
PLANS OF IOWA HIGH SCHOOL FARM BOYS 
The 870 completed questionnaires were classified accord­
ing to the occupation the respondent planned to follow as a 
life career. (Table 5) Respondents planning to farm, 330 
boys, represented 37•9 percent of the sample. Ten boys indi­
cated they planned to follow a combination farm and nonfarm 
job, such as trucking and farming, or farming and mechanic. 
The boys choosing nonfarm jobs represented a wide choice of 
occupations. The professions were chosen by 2^.8 percent; the 
crafts were selected by 12.6 percent. Other nonfarm job clas­
sifications were: military career, clerical, managers and of­
ficials, laborers, operatives, service and sales. 
Seventy-four boys, 8.5 percent of the sample, did not in­
dicate their specific occupational choice. This group will be 
referred to as "nonfarm unspecified". Many of these boys 
stated they did not plan to farm; others were edited into this 
classification when the respondent's comments clearly indi­
cated that he did not plan to farm, but had not decided which 
nonfarm occupation he would pursue. 
Twenty-four boys, 2.7 percent of the sample, said they 
had not given any thought to an occupational choice. Except 
for questions relating directly to occupational plans this 
group completed questionnaires. 
The plan for analysis called for the development of a di-
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Table 5« Occupational plan classification of farm boys 
Number Percent 
Plan to farm 330 37.9 
Plan a combination farm and nonfarm job 10 1.2 
Had given no thought to occupation 24 2.7 
Plan a nonfarm job 
Professions 216 24.8 
Craftsman 110 12.6 
Military career 23 2.6 
Clerical 23 2.6 
Managers and officials 19 2.2 
Laborers 15 1.8 
Operatives 14 1.7 
Service 9 1.1 
Sales 3 .3 
Nonfarm unspecified^ 74 8.5 
Total 870 100.0 
aThis group was definitely not planning to farm but did 
not have a specific occupational plan. 
chotomy into which the occupational plans of nearly all the 
boys would fall. Major attention was given to the differences 
between the boys who plan to farm and the boys who plan a non-
farm occupation. Analysis of the differences in the question­
naire responses between these two groups was the primary meth­
odology of the study. Another important aspect of the study 
was to determine numbers and percentages and their implica­
tions. on questions such as career plans, educational plans, 
and other similar questions. Boys planning to farm were 
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placed into one classification, and all boys planning a non-
farm job were placed in another. Four percent of the sample 
did not fit into these classifications. (Table 6) This four 
percent included the ten boys who listed combination farm and 
nonfarm jobs and the 21+ boys who had given no thought to an 
occupation. The ten boys represented 1.2 percent, a very small 
part of the entire sample. The parttime farming classifica­
tion was not set up for this small group. Therefore these ten 
boys are not included in the study because they did not fit 
within the dichotomy of occupational plans as established for 
the purposes of the study. The other group of 24 boys that 
indicated they had given no thought to an occupation will not 
receive any major attention in this study but will be mentioned 
in an occasional comparison. 
The two remaining groups, the boys who plan to farm (the 
farm plan group) and the boys who plan a nonfarm occupation 
(the nonfarm plan group), represent 37•9 percent and 5^.1 per­
cent of the sample, respectively. A 1947 Pennsylvania study 
by Roy C. Buck, Pennsylvania State University, found that 44 
percent of the Pennsylvania farm-reared boys planned to farm 
after finishing high school. (10, p. 11) In the course of this 
analysis occasional reference will be made to part of the non-
farm plan group as those with "nonfarm occupations specified" 
and those with "nonfarm occupations unspecified" where the two 
subgroups seem to have acted in a significantly different man­
ner. The "nonfarm occupation unspecified" will refer to the 
Table 6. Occupational plans of 870 Iowa high school senior farm boys, classified by degree of cer­
tainty of plans 
Fairly Fairly Very No Info, en 
Certain Certain Uncertain Uncertain Certainty Total % of 
Plans No. % No. % So. % No. 7= Ho. % Wo. Totals-
Farm plans 59 17.8 202 61.2 51 15.4 18 5.4 0 0 330 37.9 
Nonfarm plans^ 44 9.5 259 56.2 121 26.2 37 6.1 45 0 5C6 58.2 
Farm and non-
farm combina­
tion plansc 1 10.0 7 70.0 2 20.0 0 0 0 u 10 1.2 
No thought to 
plans 0 0 00 00 00 24 100.0 24 2.7 -fr-
CD 
Total* 104 11.9 468 53.8 174 20.0 55 6.3 69 8.0 870 100.0 
^Percent indicates percent of total sample; other percentages are percentages of the occupa­
tional plan group. 
^Percentages are based on those who gave information regarding certainty. 
cTen boys indicated occupational choices which were both farm and nonfarm. These ten boys are 
not included in the following analysis. 
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74 boys (Table 5) that are not planning to farm but do not 
know which nonfarm occupation they will pursue. 
Each boy was asked to specify the certainty of his occu­
pational plans. Four degrees of certainty were possible: 
certain, fairly certain, fairly uncertain, and very uncertain. 
Within each occupational plan group, the boys were divided 
into subgroups according to their degree of certainty. This 
was done to check the hypothesis that the most significant 
differences between the dichotomy would appear when only the 
boys that are certain or fairly certain of their occupational 
plans were considered. 
Of the total sample (Table 6) 65.7 percent of the boys 
were either certain or fairly certain. The first significant 
difference between our two major groups appears in the cer­
tainty with which they hold their occupational plans. Seventy-
nine percent of the boys planning to farm considered their 
plans as certain or fairly certain while only 65.7 percent of 
the boys planning a nonfarm job view their plans in this way. 
Murray Strauss also found that boys planning to farm were more 
certain of their plans than boys not planning to farm in a 
study conducted on Washington rural youth. (49, p. 26i|) 
The degree of certainty is associated with the time at 
which the decision was made. This appears to be true with 
both the farm and the nonfarm group. Considering the boys who 
are certain of their plan to farm only 15.2 percent of them 
made their decision in the 12th grade, while 57«6 percent made 
Table 7. Time of occupational decision making of Iowa farm boys, classified by occupational plans 
and degree of certainty of plans 
Farm Plans 
12th grade 
11th grade 
10th grade 
Before 10th grade 
Total 
Nonfarm Plans 
12th grade 
11th grade 
10th grade 
Before 10th grade 
Total 
Certain Fairly Certain Fairly Uncertain Very Uncertain To ta1 
No.  % No.  % No.  % ""  No.  % Mo.  % 
9 
4 
12 
34 
59 
15.2 
6.8 
20.3 
57.6 
100 . 0 
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d5 
25 
66 
200 
27.0 
27.5 
12.5 
33.0 
loO. 0 
27 
13 
2 
3 
50 
54.0 
2 6 . 0  
4.0 
1 6 . 0  
1 0 0 . 0  
15 
1 
1 
1 
18 
83.3 
5.5 
5.5 
5.5 
100.0 
105 32.1 
73 22.3 
40 12.8 
109 33.3 
327 100.0 
12 
17 
4 
7 
40 
30.0 
42.5 
1 0 . 0  
17.5 
100 .0 
iuti 
88 
36 
28 
260 
41.5 
33 .8  
13.9 
1 0 . 8  
100.0 
65 
34 
7 
3 
109 
59.6 
31.2 
6.4 
2 . 8  
100 .0  
19 
I 
1 
1 
32 
59.4 
34.4 
3.1 
3.1 
100.0 
204 46.3 
150 34.0 
48 10.9 
39 8.8 
441 100.0 
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their decision before the tenth grade. The boys who plan to 
farm but are very uncertain of their choice, have a different 
pattern. Over 80 percent had made their decision in the 12th 
grade, while only five percent had arrived at an occupational 
plan before the tenth grade. A similar situation can be ob­
served in the nonfarm group. Noting the very uncertain cate­
gory regarding nonfarm plans, a much higher percentage, about 
60 percent, of the boys had made their decision in the 12th 
grade. Lower percentages occur for the boys who were certain 
or fairly certain of their plans to take a nonfarm occupation. 
The greater uncertainty is correlated with later decisions with 
the tendency being more noticeable among the farm plan group 
than among the nonfarm plan group. (Table 7) 
The age at which the occupational decision was made is a 
significant difference between the two occupational plan 
groups. The majority of the boys planning to farm apparently 
make their decision at a much earlier age than do the boys who 
are planning nonfarm jobs. One-third of the farm plan group 
had made their decision before the tenth grade in high school. 
Only ons-twelfth of the nonfarm group had made their decision 
in a similar period. Nearly one-half of the nonfarm plan 
group had made their decision during the senior year in high 
school as compared to approximately one-third of the farm plan 
group. 
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FACTORS RELATED TO OCCUPATIONAL PLANNING 
Data will be examined, which will tend to: suggest the re­
spondent's views about factors which are important in occupa­
tion decision making; show how respondent's preferences, re­
sources, and expectations affect occupational planning; and 
indicate the influence of family characteristics. 
Respondents' Views of Related Factors 
Several questions were designed to determine the respon­
dent's views regarding his occupational choice. 
Reasons for selecting particular occupation 
The principle reasons for their decision to farm were 
given by the farm plan group as an answer to an open end ques­
tion, "Briefly give three main reasons why you plan to follow 
this occupation". These reasons were: 
1. Like it and am interested in it. 28.2 percent 
2. I like the work environment. l5«7 percent 
3. I am my own boss. 9.7 percent 
1}.. It is the job I know most about. 9.2 percent 
5- I have an opportunity to farm. 7.7 percent 
6. It has good income-earning opportunity. 7.3 percent 
7. My father farms and I can farm with him. 5.8 percent 
8. I was born on a farm. 5.8 percent 
Other reasons frequently mentioned were: I prefer to live on a 
farm; it has security and stability. 
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The reasons most often given by the nonfarm plan group 
for their occupational choice in answer to the same question 
were: 
1. I like it and am interested in it. 31.9 percent 
2. It has good income-earning opportunities. 19.5 percent 
3 • I like the work environment. li|..8 percent 
1|_. It has security, stability, and a good future. 9.0 
percent 
Other reasons mentioned were : I have had experience in it and 
am good at it; it offers scientific advancement and good op­
portunities; it offers an opportunity to help others; I have 
an opportunity to become trained in this occupation. 
The boys who planned a nonfarm occupation were asked to 
give three reasons why they did not plan to farm. The prin­
ciple reasons given were:* 
1. Too much capital required. 55.0 percent 
2. I dislike farming and am not interested in it. ij.0.0 
percent 
3• Farming offers a poor income-earning opportunity. 
37.7 percent 
j+. It is too hard work. 28.2 percent 
5. I don't like the work environment. 16.1 percent 
Other reasons frequently mentioned were : income too unstable; 
I would have no opportunity to farm. 
*The respondents gave more than one answer, consequently 
percentages do not add to 100. 
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Obstacles to occupational entry 
Nearly identical percentages, approximately 69 percent, 
of both the farm plan group and the nonfarm plan group expec­
ted difficulties with reference to their entering the occupa­
tion of their choice. This relatively high percentage indi­
cates that the majority of the boys do not expect the entry 
into the occupation of their choice to be a simple matter. In 
both cases the major difficulties expected seemed to be con­
cerned with the financial requirements of the occupation. 
With the farm plan group it was the high capital investment 
necessary in farming, and with the nonfarm plan group it was 
the high cost of training for the job. (Table 8) 
Over 40 percent of the farm plan group thought that large 
capital investment to get started would be an obstacle to 
their entry into farming. The capital requirement in farming 
was obviously the most important obstacle to the farm plan 
group in terms of number of selections. Only about five per­
cent of the nonfarm plan group named this as an obstacle to 
entry. However, over 27 percent of the nonfarm plan group 
named cost of training for the job as an obstacle to entry. 
This was indicated by only three percent of the farm plan 
group. More boys in the nonfarm plan group were worried about 
their capacity to do the work than in the farm plan group. 
If lack of funds to move to the work area, or information 
about location of job is a major obstacle to the mobility of 
f a r m  y o u t h ,  i t  i s  n o t  r e c o g n i z e d  b y  t h e  f a r m  b o y s .  O n l y  $ . 6  
Table 8. Obstacles to occupational entry anticipated by Iowa farm boys, classified 
by occupational plans 
Occupational Plan 
Farm Plans Nonfarm Plans 
Number Percent Number Percent8-
Those not anticipating difficulty 102 31.0 134 31.2 
Those anticipating difficulty 228 69.0 295 68.8 
Difficulties Anticipated 
Cost of training for job 9 2.7 117 27.3 
Capacity to do work 15 4.5 62 14.4 
Limited opportunity in this occupation 
where you live 26 7.9 35 8.2 
Lack of funds to move to area where job is 18 5.4 12 2.8 
Lack of knowledge of where to find this work 1 0.3 24 5.6 
Have to support family and/or relatives 9 2.7 7 1.6 
Large capital investment to get started 138 41.9 20 4.7 
Other difficulties 12 3.6 18 4.2 
Total 228 69.0 295 68.8 
^Percent based on totals of boys who answered in each group 
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percent of the nonfarm plan group checked "lack of knowledge 
to find this work" in a list of suggested difficulties. Only 
.3 percent of the farm plan group indicated lack of knowledge 
was an obstacle to entry. 
Sources of influence 
Work on the job was the most often mentioned factor help­
ing boys who planned to farm make their occupational plans. 
It was mentioned by 78 percent of the boys. (Table 9) Only 
26 percent of the nonfarm plan group mentioned this as an im­
portant factor. It is possible that the 26 percent of the 
nonfarm group who indicated work on the job was important in 
helping them make their occupational plans were following two 
lines of reasoning. 
Some could have meant that work on a farm job had been 
distasteful. Therefore this unpleasant work had influenced 
them to take a nonfarm job. It is also possible that work in 
a nonfarm job could have been sufficiently interesting to cause 
them to select a nonfarm job as a career. If the latter were 
true it would indicate that at least 26 percent of the nonfarm 
plan group had nonfarm work experience. The difference be­
tween the two groups with reference to this response, 78 per­
cent of the farm plan group compared with 26 percent of the 
nonfarm group could be explained by the lack of opportunity 
for Iowa farm boys to achieve nonfarm work experience. 
Another important factor of the farm plan group was 
suggestion of parents, indicating that parents of farm boys 
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Table 9. Factors mentioned by respondents as important in 
making occupational plans of Iowa farm boys classi­
fied by occupational plan.a 
Farm Plans Nonfarm Plans 
Number*3 Percent Number*3 Percent 
Suggested study at school 48 15 165 36 
Through work on the job 255 78 114 26 
Suggested by reading 42 13 163 37 
Suggested by radio, T. V. 14 4 48 11 
Suggested by parents 219 67 208 47 
Close friends1 advice 78 24 187 43 
Suggested by teacher 25 8 103 23 
Suggested by vocational 
guidance 38 12 66 15 
Vocation of person I admire 47 14 103 23 
Experience in 4-H 79 24 12 3 
Experience in FFA 113 35 23 5 
Other 26 8 96 22 
a?65 answered, 326 farm plan, 439 nonfarm plan 
^Number of times selected as one of the three choices 
suggest farming more frequently than nonfarm jobs. Other items 
mentioned frequently were close friends' advice, experience in 
4-H and experience in FFA. An important factor which influ­
enced the nonfarm plan group was "suggestions received through 
study at school", with 36 percent naming this factor as com­
58 
pared to 15 percent for the farm plan group. Other factors 
indicated by the nonfarm plan boys were suggestions through 
reading, suggestions from parents and advice of close friends. 
Murray Strauss, State College of Washington, learned that 
less than half, 44 percent, of the farm oriented boys had never 
considered any job other than farming seriously. The farm or­
iented boys obtained their job information from direct exper­
ience on the job and contacts with people (fathers and rela­
tives) in farming. Only half of the nonfarm oriented boys had 
any direct, person-to-person source of information about non-
farm jobs. (49, p.261j! 
W. I. Slocum, State College of Washington, asked under­
graduates enrolled at Washington State College as freshmen to 
list the most important factors in their own choice of an oc­
cupation. Actual experience on the job was decisive for the 
majority (56 percent); job study was listed by 11 percent. 
Others listed were advice of vocational counsellors, family 
suggestion or tradition, influence of admired persons, and 
financial prospects. (46) 
Although both the farm plan and the nonfarm plan groups 
had nearly the same experience in 4-H and FFA, these organiza­
tions were mentioned frequently as factors influencing the de­
cision to farm, but were mentioned very infrequently as factors 
influencing a nonfarm decision. 
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Relation of Respondent's Characteristics 
to Occupational Plans 
Data showing the relation of the respondents' character­
istics to occupational planning is divided into sections. 
These sections deal with the respondents' preferences; re­
spondents' resources, relative income expectations and re­
spondents' information level. 
Preferences 
The boy's preference structure was assumed to be an im­
portant determinant of his occupational decision in the anal­
ytical framework presented. (See section on analytical frame­
work.) Resources and information are determinants of annual 
monetary and nonmonetary income expectations. The proposed 
model suggests that in rational occupational decision-making 
the boy balances his expected monetary and nonmonetary income 
in farming versus monetary and nonmonetary income in a nonfarm 
occupation. 
The optimum decision, in many cases, will be determined 
by his marginal rate of substitution between monetary and non­
monetary benefits. The marginal rate of substitution is shown 
by the indifference curve which represents his preference 
structure. 
This raises the question regarding the boy's ability to 
place relative weights on nonmonetary aspects related to var­
ious jobs. A question was designed to determine the possibil­
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ity of measuring nonmonetary benefits in terms of monetary in­
come the boy would be willing to forego. In this way the boy 
would be placing a monetary value on his expected nonmonetary 
benefits associated with the occupation of his choice. 
Nonmonetary aspects of farm and nonfarm occupations 
When asked which they would prefer if their annual incomes in 
both farm and nonfarm jobs were $4,000 annually, 51 percent of 
the boys chose the farm.job, 40 percent, the nonfarm job, and 
nine percent said it did not matter. Comparing the $1 percent 
of the boys who preferred farming at equal income to the 38.4 
percent of the boys who were planning to farm indicates that 
some boys had given thought to their preferences and expecta­
tions. This suggests that many boys were considering other 
factors in addition to job preference in making their decisions. 
Either their expectations of money earnings were greater in 
their planned occupation than in the occupation they preferred, 
or other factors such as capital requirements, personal abil­
ity, or family influence were considered more important in the 
decision than was personal preference. (Table 10) 
Of the 439 boys who preferred to farm at equal incomes, 
approximately one-third of them (32 percent) were not planning 
to farm. Of the 347 boys who preferred a nonfarm job at equal 
incomes, approximately five percent were not planning a non-
farm job. 
This tends to support the assumption that an occupational 
decision is a rational choice within the framework of maximi-
Table 10. Occupational preference assuming $!(.,000 annual income in both farm and 
nonfarm jobs, classified by occupational plan 
Preferred Preferred Doesn't 
Farm Nonfarm Matter Total 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
Farm 
Nonfarm 
No thought 
Occupation 
ignored 
294 
140 
5 
89 
28 
21 
17 
316 
14 
5 
62 
58 
19 
50 
5 
6 
10 
21 
330 
506 
24 
100 
100 
100 
439 51 347 40 74 860 100 
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zing satisfactions, given the limits of available knowledge. 
Strauss, who appears to take the realism of the choice for 
granted, shows that the economic potential of the hone farm, 
the existence of a value system related to farming, and pri­
mary group support, are the general factors influencing the 
plan to farm. (1+9, p. 264, 265) 
Although occupational plans of early adolescence often do 
not materialize, Buck found a distinct relationship between 
opinions held in high school and the decisions of later life. 
(10, p. 31) 
The respondent was asked this question after he had stated 
whether he would prefer farm or nonfarm job at an income of 
$4,000 in either. (Appendix A) 
If your answer above is farming, complete the question 
below. 
i) Suppose your income in farming was $4,000 per year and 
your income in your best nonfarm job opportunity was 
$4,500 per year, which would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Farming Best nonfarm job Doesn't matter 
The ii, iii, iv, and v sections of the same question 
maintained farm earnings at $4,000 and increased the nonfarm 
earnings by $500 increments in each successive part of the 
question. A similar question was asked of the boys preferring 
a nonfarm job with the exception that the nonfarm income was 
kept constant at $4,000 while farm income was increased. 
The purpose of this question was to place a monetary mea­
sure on the nonmonetary benefits that a boy attaches to farm 
versus nonfarm occupations« 
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Sixty-nine boys who preferred farming said that they 
would still farm even if they could earn $2,500 more in a non-
farm job. The same number, 69 boys, who preferred nonfarm 
jobs said that they would still prefer nonfarm jobs even if 
their earning capacity in farming were $2,500 greater. For 
purposes of arriving at a measure of nonmonetary benefits, it 
was assumed that these boys would prefer a change in occupa­
tion with a differential of $3,000. 
On this basis the 439 boys who preferred farming at equal 
incomes placed an average value on the nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farming at $1,709. The 347 boys who preferred 
nonfarm jobs at equal income placed an average value on the 
nonmonetary benefits associated with a nonfarm job at $1,742. 
(Table 11) 
This indicates that the 347 boys who preferred a nonfarm 
job at equal income had nearly the same average intensity of 
preference ($1,742 as an average measure in money terms) for 
the nonmonetary benefits associated with their nonfarm occupa­
tional choice as did the 439 boys who preferred farming at 
equal income ($1,709 as an average measure in money terms). 
In the one case, those who preferred farming at equal in­
come, the intensity of preference was toward the nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming. In the other case, these 
boys who prefer nonfarm jobs at equal income, the intensity 
of preference was for the nonmonetary benefits that were as­
sociated with nonfarm jobs. 
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Table 11. Mean monetary measures of nonmonetary benefits 
Number Percent Mean 
Those who plan to farm 330 
Prefer farm at equal income 294 89 $1904.00 
Prefer nonfarm at equal income 17 5 1270.00 
Doesn't matter at equal income 19 6 
Those who plan nonfarm specified 432 
Prefer farm at equal income 121 28 1285.00 
Prefer nonfarm at equal income 276 64 1806.00 
Doesn't matter at equal income 35 8 
Those who plan nonfarm unspec­
ified 74 
Prefer farm at equal income 19 25 1263.00 
Prefer nonfarm at equal income 40 54 1662.00 
Doesn't matter at equal income 15 20 
Those who have given no thought 24 
5 1600.00 Prefer farm at equal income 21 
Prefer nonfarm at equal income 14 58 1500.00 
Doesn't matter at equal income 5 21 
The boys appeared to encounter no difficulty arriving at 
the monetary figure, in terms of income they would be willing 
to forego, which they placed upon the nonmonetary benefits as­
sociated with an occupation. Farm boys apparently have widely 
different preference structures concerning the monetary and 
nonmonetary aspects of farming versus nonfarm jobs. This is 
supported by the different choices, and intensities of prefer­
ence, between farm and nonfarm jobs at equal money income. 
When the sample is divided by the occupational plan 
rather than the occupational preference at equal income, the 
average measure of nonmonetary benefits for the 294 boys who 
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plan to farm and prefer to farm was $1,904. For the 17 boys 
who plan to farm but prefer a nonfarm job, it was $1,270. 
The 17 boys who plan to farm even though they would pre­
fer a nonfarm job therefore must expect to have an average in­
come of at least $5,270 in farming as compared to $4,000 in a 
nonfarm job if income expectation is the reason for their oc­
cupational choice. Considering the relative earnings of given 
resources in farming versus nonfarm occupations at the present 
time, one would question whether or not these boys' expecta­
tions are based on reliable information. It is also possible 
that some other factors besides income expectations are in­
fluencing their decision to farm, even though they would pre­
fer a nonfarm job. One such factor could be parental opinion. 
Of the nonfarm plan group 62 percent preferred a nonfarm 
job at equal incomes. They would switch to farming if the av­
erage income differential were $1,806. 
Even though they would prefer farming at equal incomes, 
l40, or 28 percent, of the nonfarm plan group plan a nonfarm 
job. They would prefer a nonfarm job if the income differen­
tial in the nonfarm job were above $1,285 on the average 
greater than the income farming offered them. 
The reasons why these boys planned a nonfarm job even 
though they would prefer to farm can be found in the sections 
on reasons for not farming. (See page 53) The principle rea­
son seems to be centered around their expectations of greater 
earnings in nonfarm jobs, as well as expectations with refer­
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ence to ease of entry in the two occupations. 
Of the 24 boys who said they had given no thought to an 
occupation choice five preferred farming at equal income and 
would prefer a nonfarm job if they expected to earn an aver­
age of $1,600 more in this nonfarm job. (Table 10) Fourteen 
of the 24 boys preferred a nonfarm job at equal income and 
would prefer farming if they expected to earn an average of 
$1,500 more in farming than in the nonfarm job. A signifi­
cantly greater number of these boys preferred a nonfarm job 
at equal income. Therefore it is quite likely that a majority 
of the 24 in the "no thought" category will finally decide 
toward a nonfarm job. It was also evident they did place as 
high a value on the nonmonetary benefits associated with 
either farming or the nonfarm job of their choice. 
When "average" differentials are used in much of the 
above analysis it should be noted that some of the boys would 
not change their occupational plans at the average figure. 
The mean income differentials of the two groups cannot be used 
to determine the number of boys who would change their plans 
at the mean. A frequency distribution by income differential 
is necessary for this purpose. 
The differing preferences and intensity of preferences of 
farm boys have important policy implications. Farm policies 
have been proposed that offer inducements to farmers to move 
into nonfarm occupations. The information supplied by the 
farm boys in this study gives some indication of the amount of 
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Table 12. Money income differential needed to cause boys who 
prefer farming at equal incomes ($4>000) to select 
a nonfarm occupation. 
Money Income 
Differential Number Percent 
Accumulated 
Percentage 
500 33 7-5 7.5 
1000 114 26.0 33.5 
1500 101 23.0 56.5 
2000 93 21.2 77.7 
2500 29 6 . 6  84.3 
Over 2500 69 15.7 100.0 
Total 439 100 
inducement that would be necessary in connection with a policy 
proposal of this nature. (Table 12) 
Three hundred forty-seven boys preferred nonfarm jobs at 
equal incomes (Table 10), 74 boys said "doesn't matter", and 
341 of the remaining 439 boys who preferred farming at equal 
incomes would switch to a nonfarm job at an income differential 
of $2,000. (Table 12) Over three-fourths of the boys who pre­
fer farming at equal incomes would select a nonfarm job if the 
annual income differential was $2,000 above the income in 
farming. 
It appears that with an expected annual income differen­
tial of $2,000 above income in farming, 762 boys (89 percent 
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of all farm boys) would select a nonfarm job. 
Preferences among job characteristics To examine the 
hypothesis that the farm plan group would differ from the non-
farm plan group in their preferences for certain working con­
ditions, a question was designed that requested the respondent 
to indicate which of the paired factors he would prefer. 
(Table 13) On certain of the items the farm plan group had 
overwhelming unanimous preference for one factor in the pair. 
Ninety-seven and six tenths percent of the farm plan group 
preferred working out-of-doors to work indoors. Ninety-two 
and seven tenths percent of this group preferred much physical 
work over little physical work. Ninety-two and one tenths 
percent preferred much use of machines and tools over little " 
use of machines and tools. Ninety-six and seven tenths per­
cent preferred living in the country over living in the city. 
Although the percentage of the farm boys indicating these pref­
erences were nearly unanimous and were significantly higher 
than the preferences indicated by the nonfarm plan group, the 
majority of the nonfarm plan group still agreed with the farm 
plan group on the preferences. Over half of the nonfarm plan 
group preferred work out-of-doors over work indoors, much 
physical work over little physical work, much use of machines 
and tools over little use of machines and tools, and living in 
the country over city living. The higher percentage of the non-
farm plan group having these work preferences could be ex­
plained by the farm orientation of their background and by the 
Table 13. Preference between jobs that are identical in all respects except for the 
specified working condition 
Farm Plan Group Nonfarm Plan Group 
Specified Working Condition Number Percent Number Percent 
Percent choosing work out-of-doors over 
work indoors 322 97.6 395 78.! 
Percent choosing work in present town over 
work away from present town 277 83.9 305 60.3 
Percent choosing living in city over living 
in the country 11 3•3 96 19.0 
Percent choosing little contact with people 
over a lot of contact with people 115 34.8 103 20.4 
Percent choosing important responsibilities 
over few responsibilities 188 57.1 316 62.4 
Percent choosing work in small organization 
over work in big organization 198 60.0 209 4l«3 
Percent choosing much physical work over 
little physical work 306 92.7 345 68.3 
Percent choosing much use of machines and tools 
over little use of machines and tools 304 92.1 347 68.6 
Percent choosing developing relationships with 
people over few relationships with people 209 63.3 368 72.7 
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possibility that many nonfarm plan jobs do offer these working 
conditions. 
Staying close to the present town and home community 
seemed to be more important to the farm plan group than to the 
nonfarm plan group. Living in the country was preferred 
nearly unanimously by all of the farm plan group and more than 
80 percent of the nonfarm plan group, but was significantly 
more important to the boys who planned to farm. The majority 
of both groups preferred a lot of contact with people over 
little contact with people. However, preference for contact 
with people was significantly greater in the nonfarm plan 
group. The nonfarm plan group also showed greater preferences 
for jobs that entailed developing relationships with people. 
The farm plan group had a greater preference for work in small 
organizations over work in large organizations. There was no 
great difference between the two groups and their preference 
for jobs having important responsibilities as compared to jobs 
having few responsibilities. This is understandable since im­
portant responsibilities are characteristic of the better jobs 
of both farm and nonfarm nature. 
It should be noted that the entire sample is divided be­
tween those who plan to farm and those who do not plan to farm. 
Many of the nonfarm plan group would prefer to farm at equal 
incomes. If adverse income expectations in farming are the 
principle reason for their decision to take a nonfarm job, it 
could be expected that the difference between those who prefer 
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to farm and those who prefer not to farm would show a greater 
difference in their preferences for the above working con­
ditions. 
Differences between the two groups with reference to 
their working condition preference were considered in still 
another manner. The question contained nine pairs of working 
condition characteristics. Taking each of these nine pairs 
separately, it was hypothesized that the typical preference 
structure of farm-oriented people would consistently place one 
of the paired members over the other. It was assumed the pref­
erence structure of a farm-oriented person regarding job pref-
ences would be: (1) preference for work out-of-doors over 
work indoors; (2) preference for work in the present town over 
work away from the present town; (3) preference for work per­
mitting one to live in the country over work that required a 
person to live in the city; (4) preference for little contact 
with other people over a lot of contact with other people; (5) 
preference for a job which involves few responsibilities over 
a job which involves important responsibilities; (6) prefer­
ence for a job in a small organization over a job in a big or­
ganization; (7) preference for a job that involves physical 
work and exercise over a job that involves little physical 
work and exercise; (8) preference for a job that involves the 
use of machines and tools over a job that involves little use 
of machines and tools; (9) preference for a job that involves 
few relationships with people over a job that involves devel­
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oping relationships with people. 
It would be possible for the respondent to have a maximum 
of nine agreements with the assumed farm-oriented preference 
structure. (Table 14) The farm plan group agreed bf times 
with the expected preference structure, while the nonfarm plan 
group agreed to slightly more than five times. 
Agreement with the assumed preference structure is relat­
ed to the certainty with which the respondent views his occu­
pational decision. Within the farm plan group there was less 
agreement with the expected pattern as uncertainty increased. 
In the nonfarm occupation specified group there was increasing 
agreement with the expected pattern of farmers as uncertainty 
increased. Within the very uncertain group there appears to 
be no significant difference between the farm plan and the 
nonfarm plan group. The difference is greatest when only 
those who are certain of their occupational choice are consid­
ered. 
A question to determine the preference for job character­
istics was presented to the respondents in a manner similar to 
the question on working condition preferences. The job charac­
teristics selected were job security, steadiness of income, 
amount of money that can be made in a ten year period, oppor­
tunity for advancement and freedom to be your own boss. These 
characteristics were presented in pairs and the boy was to in­
dicate which characteristic in each pair was more important in 
choosing a job. The question was designed in a manner that 
Table 14. Mean number of times respondent agreed with the expected preference of farmers with respect 
to paired job characteristics, classified by occupational plan and degree of certaintya 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored 
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 
Farm 
Nonfarm 
Occupation 
Specified 
Nonfarm 
Occupation 
Not Specified 
No Thought 
Occupation 
Ignored 
59 6.73 202 6.58 
5 5.80 
99 5.74 464 5.6: 
51 6.20 
40 4.27 257 4.87 106 5.38 
15 5.87 
172 5.66 
18 5.89 
28 5.46 
55 5.58 
330 6.51 
1 8.00 432 5.01 
9 5.33 45 5.20 
46 5.26 
74 5.39 
24 5.04 
aMaximum number of agreements possible is nine, 
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would compare every individual job characteristic with each of 
the other job characteristics. (Table 15) 
The question had an inherent weakness as it failed to 
give the boy a reference point from which to consider the rel­
ative importance of the two factors. This is important since 
the relative importance of the factors would be considerably 
different at various points of reference. For example, if the 
boy were answering from an imagined very low financial posi­
tion, the importance of securing food, clothing and other ne­
cessities would cause him to consider additional income rela­
tively high in importance. However, if he assumes an income 
that was comfortable and adequate, other items in the question 
would be relatively more important. Consequently, answers 
that are given at an undetermined point of reference which the 
respondent has assumed are difficult to evaluate. 
The factors which appeared to be more important to the 
farm plan group than the nonfarm plan group were: (1) job se­
curity was more important relative to steadiness of income; 
(2) steadiness of income was more important relative to oppor­
tunity for advancement; (3) freedom to be own bos-s was more 
important relative to the amount of money that can be made in 
the ten year period; ( 1|_) freedom to be own boss was more im­
portant relative to opportunities for advancement; (5) job se­
curity was more important relative to opportunities for ad­
vancement. The factors which appeared to be more important to 
the nonfarm plan group than the farm plan group were: (1) 
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Table 15. Choice between paired job characteristics classified 
by occupational plans 
Nonfarm 
Farm Specified 
Paired Job Characteristics Number Percent Number Percent 
Percent choosing job security 
over steadiness of income 223 68 240 55 
Percent choosing steadiness 
of income over amount of 
money that can be made in a 
ten year period 227 69 288 67 
Percent choosing job security 
over amount of money that can 
be made in a ten year period 252 76 325 75 
Percent choosing steadiness 
of income over opportunity 
for advancement8- 66 20 33 8 
Percent choosing steadiness 
of income over freedom to be 
own boss 56 17 140 32 
Percent choosing opportunity 
for advancement over amount 
of money that can be made in 
ten year period 258 78 390 90 
Percent choosing freedom to 
be own boss over amount of 
money that can be made in ten 
year period 253 77 283 65 
Percent choosing job security 
over freedom to be own boss 169 50 268 62 
Percent choosing freedom to 
be own boss over opportun­
ities for advancement 144 44 101 23 
Percent choosing job security 
over opportunities for ad­
vancement 145 44 150 35 
a x2 = 21.3897 
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steadiness of income was more important relative to freedom to 
be own boss; (2) opportunity for advancement was more impor­
tant relative to the amount of money that can be made in a ten 
year period; (3) job security was more important relative to 
freedom to be your own boss. There appeared to be very little 
difference between the groups regarding the preference for 
steadiness of income over the amount of money that can be made 
in a ten year period, or the preference for job security over 
the amount of money that can be made in a ten year period. 
Another way of viewing the preference for job character­
istics is by tabulating the number of times the specific char­
acteristic was selected over its mate in the paired combina­
tions. (Table 16) If an individual characteristic such as se-
Table 16. Number of times specified job characteristic was 
selected as more important than another character­
istic paired with ita 
Farm Nonfarm 
Job Characteristic mean mean 
Security of keeping the job 2.39 2.26 
Steadiness of income^ 1.39 1.53 
Amount of money that can be made in 
a ten year period 1.00 J L . U >  
Opportunity for advancement 2.69 3.22 
Freedom to be own boss 2.52 1.93 
aMaximum number of selections possible is five. 
bt=4.0754-
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curity of keeping the job was consistently selected over all 
of the other characteristics in the paired combinations, it 
could be selected a maximum of four times within the design of 
the question. When considering the mean number of times the 
individual characteristic was selected, there appeared to be 
very little difference between the farm plan group and the non-
farm plan group regarding their preference for job security, 
steadiness of income or the amount of money that can be made 
in a ten year period. However, opportunity for advancement 
was consider-ably more important to the nonfarm plan group than 
to the farm plan group, and freedom to be one's own boss was 
much more important to the farm plan group. 
Using the information in Table 16, it is possible to or­
der the job preferences for the two groups in terms of fre­
quency of selection. In doing so the farm group apparently 
order the job preferences as follows: (1) opportunity for ad­
vancement; (2) freedom to be own boss; (3) security of keep­
ing job; (4) steadiness of income; (5) amount of money that 
can be made in a ten year period. 
The nonfarm plan group would order their preferences for 
job characteristics as follows: (1) opportunity for advance­
ment; (2) security of keeping job; (3) freedom to be one's own 
boss; (4.) steadiness of income; (5) amount of money that can 
be made in a ten year period. 
When the job characteristics are ordered in this manner, 
the only differences between the two orderings is that the 
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farm group would place freedom to be one's own boss above se­
curity of keeping the job, and the nonfarm group would reverse 
this order. All other items have the same relative position. 
The fact that amount of money that can be made in a ten year 
period appears to be relatively unimportant might be due to 
the reference point from which the boy considered the question. 
Expectations of the boys that they will be earning a comfor­
table income would make amount of income relatively unimpor­
tant . 
Answers to other questions indicate that many boys con­
sider the amount of income quite important to their decisions. 
Nearly lj.0 percent of the boys who do not plan to farm listed 
"poor income opportunities" as one of their reasons for not 
farming. A study by Buck (10, p. 22 ) found that of the farm 
reared boys surveyed in 1947» only 13 percent of them were 
farmers in 1937. Of these, one out of four said they would be 
willing to move out of farming for more money. Sixty-two per­
cent of the farm laborers said that they would move for an in­
crease in income. Apparently the position of money income be­
comes more important when the realized net income is below 
what is considered a satisfactory level. 
It was mentioned previously that a possible explanation 
for the low ranking of income as compared to other job charac­
teristics was that both the boys in the farm plan group and 
the nonfarm plan group were thinking in terms of a satisfac­
tory income when they answered the question. If this should 
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be true, it would be important to know what the boys were 
thinking about as the satisfactory income. The average satis­
factory income for the farm plan group in farming at the age 
of 20 was $5,270, for the nonfarm plan group at age 20 it was 
$5,150. A satisfactory income in farming at age 30 was con­
sidered to be $8,lp.O by the farm plan group and $8,020 for the 
nonfarm plan group. Satisfactory income at age 30 for their 
best nonfarm job was $7,0l|XD for the farm plan group and $8,840 
for the nonfarm plan group. 
The average Iowa farm operator net income per farm for 
the two years 1956 and 1957 was $4,270. (50, p. 17) The 
average net cash income for semi-skilled nonfarm jobs for this 
period was approximately $3,900 for the United States. Since 
farm incomes are not expected to be any higher in the near 
future, it appears questionable whether or not the boys can 
possibly achieve their idea of satisfactory farm incomes. 
Considering that less than half of the boys plan any addition­
al training after high school, the possibilities of these boys 
achieving their "satisfactory" nonfarm income are equally 
questionable. 
The reliability of answers given by high school students 
with respect to their preferences is frequently questioned. 
The argument states that most high school students have not 
given sufficient thought and consideration to their goals, 
values and preferences to permit them to give a reliable answer 
to a question with respect to their preferences. The question 
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about preferences relating to job characteristics was designed 
with a built in check on the respondent's consistency. The 
selected characteristics, job security, amount of money that 
can be made in a ten year period, opportunity for advancement, 
steadiness of income, and freedom to be your own boss, were 
arranged in a manner that every characteristic was paired once 
with each of the others. Therefore, to answer the question 
and be perfectly consistent one of the characteristics would 
be chosen four times over its mate in the pairs. Another 
characteristic would be chosen three times over its mate; still 
another would be chosen twice; another would be chosen once; 
and one characteristic would never be chosen over its mate in 
the paired combinations. 
In the brief time that the respondent was allowed to an­
swer the question, it would be very difficult and highly un­
likely for the respondent to answer all of the questions and 
come out with a consistent pattern of answers unless he had 
previously given thought to job characteristic preferences. 
Over half of the entire sample provided "consistent" answers 
to this question, with the farm plan group having 56.il- percent 
and the nonfarm plan group showing 61.7 percent of the respon­
dents with consistent answers. 
The job preference pattern selected most often by those 
giving consistent answers were : (1) opportunity for advance­
ment, (2) job security, (3) freedom to be one's own boss, (4) 
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steadiness of income, and (5) the amount of money that can be 
made over a ten year period. 
Preference among community characteristics Acting on 
the hypothesis that characteristics of a community were impor­
tant in planning an occupation, several community characteris­
tics were selected for purposes of testing the hypothesis. 
(Table 17) The respondent was asked to indicate whether he 
thought a selected community characteristic was very important, 
important, or not important as an influence in his choice of a 
place to work. In tabulating the answers, the very important 
and important answers were both included under the heading 
"important". There was a surprising degree of similarity be­
tween the farm plan and the nonfarm plan groups in their an­
swers to the question. Only two of the community characteris­
tics seemed to show a significant difference. Sixty-one and 
seven tenths percent of the farm plan group thought it would 
be important to be a short distance from relatives, while only 
45.i+ percent of the nonfarm plan group considered this impor­
tant . Forty-three and seven tenths percent of the farm plan 
group thought it would be important to be a considerable dis­
tance from neighbors, but only 31.5 percent of the nonfarm 
plan group considered this to be an important community factor. 
Other community characteristics such as entertainment, recrea­
tional facilities, school facilities, climate, distance from 
friends, church facilities, shopping facilities, transporta­
tion facilities, traffic congestion, housing facilities, 
Table 17. Importance of community characteristics classified by occupational plan 
Percentage indicating specified community char­
acteristics as important or not important 
Farm Nonfarm 
Not Not 
Important Important Important Important 
Short distance from relatives 61.7 38.3 45.4 54.6 
Many entertainment and recreational facilities 72.6 27.4 76.9 23.1 
Adequate school facilities near by 95.4 4.6 94.2 5.8 
Pleasant climate 92.7 7.3 91.0 9.0 
Short distance from friends 79.7 20.3 81.7 18.3 
Adequate church facilities 94.8 5.2 97.8 2.2 
Adequate shopping facilities 92.4 7.6 94.5 5.5 
Adequate transportation facilities 92.6 7.4 92.6 7.4 
No traffic congestion 74.8 25.2 70.7 29.3 
Adequate housing facilities 95.1 4.9 98.6 1.4 
Quiet neighborhood 74.1 25.9 78.1 21.9 
Adequate medical facilities 97.3 2.7 98.4 1.6 
Considerable distance from neighbors 43.7 56.3 31.5 68.5 
83 
neighborhood quietness, medical facilities appeared to be of 
nearly equal importance to both groups. 
Respondents' resources 
The occupational decision making model proposed by this 
study has an opportunity curve between expected monetary 
income and expected nonmonetary income for each farm and 
nonfarm occupation. The boy's knowledge and evaluation of 
his own resources, including personal abilities, aptitudes 
and interests as well as financial resources, will be an 
important factor in determining the position of the maximum 
monetary as well as nonmonetary incomes of the opportunity 
curve. In addition to the knowledge of his own resources, 
the boy must know the characteristics and requirements of 
various occupations in order to adequately assess his mone­
tary and nonmonetary possibilities. 
The boy's resources are not perfectly substitutable 
between occupations. A resource, such as a specialized tal­
ent, might be considered a resource capable of earning mon­
etary or nonmonetary incomes in only one very specific, 
specialized occupation. Many resources are not perfectly 
substitutable between their earning ability of monetary and 
nonmonetary benefits. An aesthete has an ability to appre­
ciate beauty which could contribute to his nonmonetary ben­
efits but might not contribute to his monetary earnings. 
In order to examine the hypothesis that the respondent's 
personal resources are related to his occupational plan, as 
proposed in the occupational choice model, information was 
gathered on the boy's intelligence, scholastic achievement, 
educational interests and plans, and leadership as viewed 
by his school instructors, participation in school activities, 
participation in 1|-H and PPA, and his financial resources. 
All information was given by the respondent with the excep­
tion of the I. Q,. test scores, scholastic achievement test 
scores, grade point averages, and leadership ability rank­
ing. Information that was not supplied by the boy was given 
by the school superintendent and school principal. 
Intelligence and scholastic achievement A study 
conducted by Haller on farm boys in Wisconsin and Michigan 
(16 p. 139) showed that boys planning to farm had a signi­
ficantly lower I ; Q,. than boys not planning to farm on the 
average. If one can assume that in rural communities the 
boys who plan to farm are the ones who remain and those who 
migrate are the boys who do not plan to farm, several 
studies can be found supporting the findings of Haller. 
Pihlblad and Gregory (38) conducted a study on a group of 
Missouri high school graduates in a rural community. They 
found that the boys who left their home communities had per­
formed appreciably better on standard I. Q. tests than those 
who remained in the community where they attended school. 
This finding was supported by Gist and Clark (13) and by 
Maudlin (31). There appears to be widespread agreement 
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among sociologists that a positive correlation exists between 
higher I. Q. scores and planning not to farm. 
If the factual situation were such that the boy's oppor­
tunity curve for a nonfarm occupation did lie above the op­
portunity curve for a farm occupation, a possible explanation 
could be given for the correlation between higher I. Q. and 
planning not to farm. Presumably, the boy with a higher I. Q. 
has more intellectual curiosity, he reads more, he studies 
more, and becomes better informed about the opportunities of 
various occupations. He would be in a better position to ob­
jectively evaluate the alternatives and recognize the better 
opportunities in a nonfarm job than would his less informed 
counterpart. Therefore, if the actual situation were such 
that better opportunities for the individual did exist in 
nonfarm occupations, the boy with the higher I. Q. would be 
more likely to recognize and take advantage of the situation. 
Since the majority of the boys in this study do not plan to 
farm, they apparently believe that they do, in fact, have 
better opportunities in nonfarm jobs. 
In the Iowa study the average I. Q. score for the nonfaim 
plan group was 107.1 as compared to the score of 102.2 for 
the farm plan group, a significant difference of approximately 
five test points. (Table 18) The greatest difference appeared 
within the group of boys who were certain of their occupation­
al plan. The difference between the farm plan and the non-
farm plan boys who were certain of their occupational choice 
Table 18. I. Q. score classified by occupational plans and certainty of plans 
Certain^ 
# Score 
Fairly 
Certain 
# Score 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
# Score 
Very 
Uncertain 
# Score 
No 
Informa tion 
# Score 
Mean for 
Groupé 
iï Score 
Farm 
Nonfarm 
No Thought 
Occupation 
Ignored 
53 101.0 167 102.1 46 105.5 
38 108.1 213 107.2 100 106.4 
91 104.0 380 105.0 146 106.1 
16 97.8 282 102.2 
33 100.9 36 109.3 420 107.0 
22 100.2 22 100.2 
49 99.9 58 105.8 
at=3.058. 
^t=4.04 between farm and nonfarm groups. 
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was about seven test score points. The very uncertain group 
in both the nonfarm plan category and the farm plan category 
ranked significantly below other certainty classifications 
within their occupational plan group. 
Test scores were also obtained for scholastic achievement. 
Six hundred twenty-three of the boys (72.I4. percent of the 
sample) participating in the study had percentile scores based 
on the Iowa Educational Development Achievement Test. Scores 
of other tests were received on many of the remaining boys. 
Due to the difficulty of adjusting scores between achievement 
tests, only the scores on the Iowa Educational Development 
Achievement Test were used. (Table 19)"* 
A greater difference between the two occupational plan 
groups appeared in the educational achievement test scores 
than in the I. Q. scores. The nonfarm plan group ranked 1]-%-
percentile points above the farm plan group. 
Again the widest difference of nearly 20 percentile 
points appeared between the nonfarm plan group boys and the 
farm plan boys who were certain of their occupational choice. 
*The possibility of introducing bias by selecting only 
the Iowa Educational Development Achievement Tests was re­
cognized. However, it appears that no large amount of selec­
tivity was introduced in this process. Sixty-five and seven 
tenths percent of the farm plan group and 72 percent of the 
nonfarm plan group had test scores. In one stratum 36 boys 
were eliminated. In another stratum only five were elimin­
ated. However, in six strata the number eliminated was be­
tween 20 and 25. There appeared to be no relationship be­
tween the type of test given and school size. 
Table 19. Percentile rank of Iowa educational development achievement test, classified by boy's occu­
pational plans and certainty of plans 
Certain 
Percen-
# tile 
Fairly 
Certain 
Percen-
r' tile 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Percen-
# tile 
Very 
Uncertain 
Pe:: ,en-
# tile 
No Information 
about 
Certainty 
# 
Percen­
tile 
Mean 
Cer tainty 
Ignored Number 
Farm (42) 42.8 
Nonfarm (31) 62.2 
Nonfarm 
Specified (31) 62.2 
Nonfarm 
Uns pec if ied 
No Thought 
Occupation 
Ignored 
(127) 43.0 (34) 45.0 
(191) 58.5 (90) 53.5 
8 39.0 
29 49.0 28 39.5 
(188) 58.2 (76) 56.7 (23) 52.3 (1) 45.0 
(3) 79.6 (14) 48.7 (6) 34.6 27 39.4 
(24) 51.3 
(73) 51.0 (318) 52.3 (124) 51.2 37 46.8 52 44.9 
42.0 
53.5 
55.3 
42.2 
51.3 
49.4 
(217) 
(382) 
(330) 
(52) 
24 
(623) 
89 
In both the I. Q. scores and the achievement test scores, 
there seems to be a slight tendency for the boys in the farm 
plan group to have increasing scores with a greater degree of 
uncertainty, although this difference probably is not statis­
tically significant. In the nonfarm plan group there appeared 
to be an opposite tendency. 
Throughout the study, the very uncertain group reverses 
the pattern or trend established by the certain, fairly cer­
tain, and fairly uncertain groups. For this reason, statements 
in this study relating to degree of uncertainty do not include 
the very uncertain group unless it is specifically mentioned. 
Apparently the boys who were very uncertain of their occupa­
tional plan possess such a high degree of uncertainty there 
is real question whether or not they ought to be included 
within the occupational plan group. The failure to show any 
consistent relationship with the other certainty groups is a 
persistent characteristic of the very uncertain group through­
out this study. 
The four-year scholastic grade averages for the respon­
dents were all converted to a 4»0 basis. (Appendix D) Ex­
amination of the scholastic grades show a pattern very similar 
to that of the achievement test scores. (Table 20) Again, the 
nonfarm plan group ranked significantly higher than did the 
farm plan group. There appears to be a tendency for the grade 
point pattern in the nonfarm plan group to decrease with in­
creasing uncertainty regarding the occupational plan. 
Table 20. High school scholastic grade, classified by boy's occupational plans and certainty of plans 
Very Fairly Fairly Very No Certainty 
Certain Certain Uncertain Uncertain Information Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 58 2.UÛ 193 2.02 49 1.96 17 1.76 317 1.99 
Nonfarm 38 2.71 254 2.37 115 2.22 36 2.08 46 2.08 489 2.31 
No Thought 24 1.88 
Occupation 
Ignored 96 2.28 447 2.21 164 2.14 53 1.98 46 2.04 830 2.17 
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When both the farm plan group and the nonfarm plan group 
were considered together under the heading "occupation ignored", 
there appeared to be a distinct tendency for the grade point of 
the entire group to decrease as uncertainty increased. 
When all three measures were considered, I. Q., achieve­
ment test, and grade point, there was a high degree of unifor­
mity in the results. The nonfarm plan group appeared to be 
more adept in matters relating to scholastic achievement than 
were the boys who planned to farm. There appeared an indica­
tion that I. Q., achievement test, and grade points decrease 
with increasing uncertainty for the nonfarm plan group. The 
I. Q. and the achievement test appeared to increase with in­
creasing uncertainty for the farm plan group. 
This again could be explained if the actual nonfarm op­
portunities were better, in fact, than were the farm oppor­
tunities for the boys. Assuming that high I. Q., high achieve­
ment, and high grade point mean that the boys are better in­
formed and have more accurate knowledge of the true objective 
situation, it would be expected that progressively lower 
scores in the nonfarm plan group would increase uncertainty 
regarding their nonfarm occupational choice. It would also be 
expected that progressively higher scores in the farm plan 
group would increase the uncertainty of their plan to farm as 
a career occupation. 
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Educational interests and plans 
Haller1s study in Wisconsin and Michigan (17, p. 359) in­
dicated that differences between the farm and nonfarm youth in 
their occupational and educational aspirations are due to the 
differing characteristics of the group of boys who plan to 
farm. The conclusion seems to be that little difference ex­
ists, between farm youth who do not plan to farm and nonfarm 
youth, regarding their educational aspirations. 
Assuming this to be true several studies lend indirect 
support to the hypothesis that farm boys not planning to farm 
(assumed to have educational aspirations similar to nonfarm 
boys) have higher education and training aspirations than do 
boys who plan to farm. 
Youmans (59, p. 38) found a significantly larger percentage 
of Kentucky nonfarm boys (34 percent) compared to farm boys 
(15 percent) who said that they plan to attend college. These 
findings correspond with several other studies that have been 
made. Haller and Sewe11 (18) in their study on high school 
seniors in Wisconsin found that nonfarm boys had higher educa­
tional aspirations than did farm boys and that farm residence 
tended to inhibit the boy's desire to go to college. Youmans 
(59, p. 43) also found the only significant difference between 
the youth who planned to migrate and those who planned to re­
main in their present counties was in their educational plans. 
This is applicable if one assumes that youths who remain in 
the community are largely those who plan to farm. A slightly 
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higher percentage of the youths who planned to migrate com­
pared to those who planned to remain in their counties said 
they expected to take some vocational training after complet­
ing high school. Haller (15 p. 267) found that high levels of 
educational and occupational aspiration support a successful 
move to nonfarm work. Levels of educational and occupational 
aspiration of high school upperclassmen are positively corre­
lated with their actual levels of educational and occupational 
achievements some years later. Slocum (44 p. 589) says that 
eight out of ten of those who expected to go to college the 
year following high school graduation indicated that the most 
important reason for such plans was occupational preparation. 
Youmans found that Kentucky rural youth who attend college 
score higher in I. Q. tests, hold stronger beliefs about the 
importance of formal education, and participated more in school 
activities than did youths who had no aspirations to go to 
college. (59 p. 45) 
Martinson (30 p. 108) in his study on graduates of Minn­
esota high schools found that academic achievement in high 
school was an important factor in the migration of farm boys. 
Beal and Ogg (3 p. 9) said, "In some sections of the country, 
including Iowa, there seems to be a selective process involved 
in who will stay on the farm." Those young people staying on 
the farm do not avail themselves of educational opportunities 
beyond the high school nearly as much as do their counter­
parts who move to other occupations than farming. The Garner 
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survey (21) showed that the people who left the community near 
Garner, Iowa had higher educational attainment than those who 
stayed. It also showed that those graduates of the Garner 
high school from the years 1947-57 who left Iowa had higher 
educational attainment than those who remained in Iowa. 
It seems clear that more of the boys planning nonfarm 
jobs recognize the need for additional training. On the other 
hand, the boys planning to farm apparently feel that addition­
al training is not necessary for success in their occupation. 
In Iowa the percentage of the nonfarm plan group planning to 
get additional education is approximately three times the per­
centage for the farm plan group. (Table 21) This is true for 
plans to attend college as well as for plans to attend trade 
school. Most of the boys, 69 percent, planning to get addi­
tional training are in the certain or fairly certain groups 
regarding their occupational plans. Sixty-eight percent of 
Table 21. Plans for further education and training in relation 
to occupational plan 
Plan to Get Plan to Go 
More Education Plan to Go to Trade Group 
and Training to College School Total 
"No! ft ïïôû W. No. 
Farm 79 23.9 60 18.2 14 4.2 330 
Nonfarm 344 68.0 245 48.4 75 14.8 506 
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those planning to go to college are within the two certainty 
groups. 
The foregoing information was based on a question which 
asked what the boy planned to do following his graduation 
from high school. This was followed with a question asking 
what the boy would like to do. He was given several alterna­
tive answers. These were : (1) go to college; (2) go to work 
at the job he liked; (3) go to a trade or technical school; 
(4) go to a business school; (5) other*. (Table 22) The an­
swer to this question displayed a remarkable similarity to 
the answers received on the question asking what the boy 
planned to do. It appeared that boys planning to farm do not 
have the interests or desire to continue their education and 
training as compared with the boys who planned a nonfarm oc­
cupation. 
However, a considerably different response was received 
in answer to a question which read: "Suppose there was a 
trade school (a school to prepare you for any one of a dozen 
trades such as auto mechanic, draftsman, electrician, barber, 
printer, surveyor, and so forth) within driving distance of 
your home, would you be interested in attending such a school 
to become a skilled craftsman or a technician?" (Table 23) 
In answer to this question, 45 percent of the boys planning 
""'The respondent was asked to indicate his "other" prefer­
ence. 
Table 22. Preference for post high school activities, classified by occupational plan 
Nonfarm Occupa- Nonfarm Occupation No Thought As Occupation 
Farm tion Specified Not Specified To Occupation Ignored 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 
Go to college 57 17.3 210 48.G 26 35.1 9 37.5 302 35.2 
Go to work at 
job you like 
the 
192 58.2 107 24.6 32 43.2 10 41.7 341 39.6 
Go to trade or 
nical school 
tech-
34 10.3 73 16.9 9 12.2 2 8.3 118 13.7 
Go to business 
school 7 2.1 19 4.4 5 6.8 1 4.2 32 3.7 
Other 40 12.1 23 5.3 2 2.7 2 3.3 67 7.3 
Total 330 100.0 432 100.0 74 100.0 24 100.0 860 100.0 
Table 23. Interest in attending a trade school located within driving distance, 
classified by occupational plan 
Total 
Yes No Don't Know Numbers 
No. % No. % No. % 
Farm li|8 44.8 76 23.0 106 32.2 330 
Nonfarm Occupation 
Specified 235 S k - k  98 22.7 99 22.9 J+32 
Nonfarm Occupation 
Not Specified 43 58.1 10 13.5 21 28.4 74 
No Thought as to 
Occupation 13 54»2 1 4«1 10 4l»7 24 
Occupation Ignored 439 51.0 185 21.5 236 27.5 860 
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to farm exhibited interest in receiving this additional train­
ing. Perhaps a possibility of attending such a school while 
continuing their farming activities was the factor which made 
the difference. 
Plans to attend college, however, appeared to be associ­
ated with family financial resources. Net worth figures for 
the respondent's family were obtained from the family banker. 
The respondents were divided into three groups according to 
the net worth of their parents. The high group included all 
those having parents with a net worth over $35,000. The me­
dium group had parents with net worth between $15,000 and 
$35,000. The low group were sons of parents having a net 
worth below $15,000. In order to examine the hypothesis that 
plans to attend college are related to the net worth position 
of the family, the respondents were classified into the three 
groups and the college plans for each group were determined. 
Within the high net worth group, 43 percent of the respondents 
planned on attending college, 34 percent of the medium net 
worth group, and 30 percent of the low net worth group. 
Twenty-one percent of the boys who planned to farm in 
the high net worth group also planned to attend college. 
Eighteen percent of the boys who planned to farm in the me­
dium group planned to attend college. Only nine percent of 
the farm plan boys in the low net worth group planned a 
college education. (Table 24) 
Leadership and participation in school activities The 
Table 24. Relationship of college plans and family net worth, classified by occupational plan 
High 1/3 Met Worth 
n=279 
Medium 1/3 Net Worth 
n=250 
College Plans Farm 
Plans 
N o .  %  
Honfarm 
Plans 
No. % 
Occupation 
Ignored 
N o. 7» 
J? arm 
Plans 
No. % 
Nonfarm 
Plans 
No. 7o 
Occupation 
Ignored 
No. % 
Plan to attend 
college 28 20.6 92 64.3 120 43 .0 17 18.1 68 43.6 85 34.0 
Plan not to at­
tend college 108 79.4 51 35.7 159 57.0 77 81.9 38 56.4 165 66.0 
Totals 136 100.0 143 loo .o 279 100.0 94 100.0 156 100.0 250 100.0 
Low 1/3 Met Worth 
n=217 
Total 
College Plans Farm 
Plans 
No. % 
if on farm 
Plans 
No. % 
Occupation 
Ignored 
No. 7o 
Farm 
Plans 
No, 7» 
Nonfarm 
Plans 
No. % 
Occupation 
Ignored 
No. 7o 
Plan to attend 
college 
Plan not to at­
tend college 
Totals 
9.2 60 39.5 
59 90.8 92 60.5 
65 100.0 152 100.0 
66 30.4 
151 69.6 
217 100.0 
51 17.3 
244 82.7 
295 100.0 
220 48.8 
231 51.2 
451 100.0 
271 36.3 
475 63.7 
746 100.0 
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high school instructors of the respondent were requested to 
supply information regarding the respondent's leadership 
ability. Each respondent was placed into a leadership cat­
egory of high, medium, or low in terms of his ability as es­
timated by the high school instructors. (Table 25) Only 13-7 
percent of the farm plan group ranked in the high leadership 
ability category while 25.5 percent of the nonfarm plan group 
placed in the high leadership ability category. 
Youmans, in his study of Kentucky rural youth, found that 
youths who aspired to attend college scored higher on I. Q. 
tests, held stronger beliefs about the importance of formal 
education, and participated more in school activities than 
did youths who had no aspirations to go to college. (59, p. 45) 
The Iowa boys who planned nonfarm jobs scored higher in I. Q. 
tests and held stronger beliefs about the importance of for­
mal education. Therefore, following the pattern of the Ken­
tucky study, they would be expected to participate in more 
school activities. 
The examination of participation in school activities 
appeared to confirm these expectations. Each respondent was 
asked to indicate the different school activities in which he 
participated. The nonfarm plan group boys averaged approxi­
mately four activities each, while the farm plan group aver­
aged 3 1/3 activities. Again the widest difference was be­
tween the farm plan and the nonfarm plan boys who were certain 
of their occupational choice. The boys certain of following 
Table 25. Respondents' leadership ability as estimated by high school instructors, 
classified by occupational plan 
Leadership Ability 
Occupation High Medium Low Total 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 
Farm 43 13-7 173 55-4 96 30.7 312 100.0 
Nonfarm 124 25.5 236 48.6 125 25.7 485 100.0 
H O 
H 
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a nonfarm occupation participated in ij.,6 activities each, 
while the boys who were certain of following farming parti­
cipated in 3.8 activities each. The evidence seems to indi­
cate that the boys planning to follow nonfarm occupations 
tend to participate more in school activities and tend to be 
considered more able leaders by members of the school fac­
ulty. 
4-H and FFA experience The hypothesis is often ad­
vanced that 4-H and FFA experience acts as an encouragement 
or an inducement for the boy to plan to farm. A higher per­
centage of the farm plan group did participate in I(.-H and FFA 
than in the nonfarm plan group. (Table 26) Fifty-eight per­
cent of the farm plan group had been lj.-H members while only 
51 percent of the nonfarm plan group had been members of the 
I4.-H club. A similar percentage relationship held for the 
FFA. Fifty-four percent of the boys planning to farm had 
been FFA members, whereas lf7 percent of the boys planning non 
farm jobs had been FFA members. This, however, could not be 
interpreted as a causal relationship. A possible explanation 
is that boys who were interested in participating in I4.-H and 
FFA activities were also those who entertained a high inter­
est in farming as an occupation. 
Financial resources owned by the respondent The dif­
ficulty of accumulating capital was frequently given as a 
reason for not farming or as an obstacle to entry into the 
farm occupation. Under these conditions it would be reason-
Table 26. I4.-H and FFA experience, classified by occupational plan 
No. of 
Boys in 
4.-H 
Percent 
of Boys 
in 4-Ha 
Average 
Number of 
Years in 4~H 
No. of 
Boys in 
FFA 
Percent 
of Boys 
in FFA" 
Average 
Number of 
Years in FFA 
Farm 192 58# 4.6 181 54# 3.0 
Nonfarm 221 4.6 205 47# 2.5 
No Thought 12 54# 4.8 18 75# 2.6 
at=2.282 for farm and nonfarm group difference . 
bt=1.653 for farm and nonfarm group difference . 
îolj. 
able to hypothesize that financial resources would be an im­
portant factor for the boy to consider in making his occupa­
tional plans. Each respondent was asked to list the property 
and cash which were "his own" and to place a value upon this 
property (the present sale price). The mean value of the 
property owned by the boys planning to farm was $2,750 com­
pared to the mean value of the property owned by the boys 
planning a nonfarm job of $1,420. Although the average dif­
ference is indeed significant in a statistical sense, the 
$1,300 which represents the average difference would probably 
not be an important factor in the boy's decision, because 
$1,300 represents a small portion of the capital necessary to 
enter farming in an adequate manner. 
The farm plan boys who were certain of their occupational 
choice possessed nearly twice as much net worth as the aver­
age of the boys planning to farm. The boys certain of their 
plans to farm listed property valued at $5,070, the fairly 
certain group, $2,480, and the fairly uncertain, $1,310. 
Therefore, the boys who were certain that they were planning 
to farm, with over $5,000 net worth, have sufficient capital 
to give them a great deal of encouragement in the direction 
of farming. 
Capital limitations were recognized by many boys as a 
deterrant to entry into farming. Therefore, lower net worths 
would be expected to contribute to uncertainty regarding a 
decision to enter farming. Higher net worths would tend to 
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assure boys that they could make a successful entry. 
Relative income expectations 
The suggested framework within which the theory of occu­
pational choice is considered establishes an opportunity line 
between anticipated monetary income on one axis and antici­
pated nonmonetary benefits on the other. Conceptually, every 
individual would possess such an opportunity line for any 
given occupation. However, this study considers only two 
classifications, the farm job versus the nonfarm job. There­
fore, only two opportunity lines are considered within this 
theoretical framework. The optimum position is determined by 
the point of tangency of the indifference curve with the op­
portunity line. The marginal rate of transformation in pro­
duction (between monetary and nonmonetary values) is equal to 
the marginal rate of substitution in consumption (ratio of 
marginal utilities of monetary and nonmonetary values). 
The opportunity line which permits the equating of the 
marginal rate of transformation of the opportunity line with 
the marginal rate of substitution of the indifference curve 
at the highest possible point on the indifference map will be 
the opportunity line of the occupation that would provide the 
boy the greatest satisfactions, assuming his expectations 
were reasonably accurate. The previous discussion on prefer­
ence structure gave evidence that boys possess different mar­
ginal rates of substitution between monetary and nonmonetary 
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benefits associated with an occupation. It also suggested 
that boys who prefer a farm job at equal incomes have signi­
ficantly different nonmonetary preferences than do boys who 
prefer a nonfarm job at equal incomes. Having established 
that significant differences do occur in the preference 
structure and in anticipated nonmonetary benefits associated 
with an occupation, the remaining point, expected monetary 
benefits, will be examined. Income expectations are deter­
mined by the boy's evaluation of his ovm personal ability and 
his personal financial resources as well as those of his fam­
ily and the extent of information he has about his ability, 
about his and his family's resources, and about job opportun­
ities and requirements. 
Future income earning opportunities of the farm job ver­
sus the nonfarm job A question was designed to arrive at 
the boy's expectation of relative earning opportunities. In 
attempting to measure relative income expectations a set of 
conditions were specified which would require all boys to con­
sider the same capital and labor resources as a starting 
point. The question was, "Suppose you had $15,000 in the bank 
and you are considering how you could be using this money and 
your own working time to best advantage in the future, (a) 
How much net income per year do you think your labor and this 
capital would earn you in the year 1965 if you were farming 
then? (b) How much net income per year do you think you 
would earn in the year 1965 if you worked at the highest pay­
10? 
ing nonfarm job you could get and put this capital into the 
best paying nonfarm investment?" 
The ratio of the answer in part (a) over the answer in 
part (b) was computed for each boy. The ratio was used to 
indicate the boy's relative optimism or pessimism regarding 
income earning opportunities in farming relative to the in­
come earning opportunities in a nonfarm job. The larger of 
two ratios suggests more optimism for the income opportuni­
ties in farming relative to nonfarming than does the lower 
ratio. The terms "optimism" and "pessimism" refer to the 
boy's or the group's opinion of the relative income earning 
opportunities of farm versus nonfarm jobs in the following 
discussion. 
A frequency distribution of the ratios was used to show 
that the nonfarm plan group was more pessimistic regarding 
the relative earning opportunities of farming versus a non-
farm. job than was the farm plan group. (Table 27) Over 79 
percent of the nonfarm plan group supplied a ratio of rela­
tive earnings of less than one. Ratios less than one mean 
that the boys expect farm earnings to be less than the earn­
ings in a nonfarm job using the same capital and labor. 
Sixty-two percent of the farm plan group expected a farm job 
to earn less than a nonfarm job with given equal resources. 
It is worth noting that over half of the farm plan group ex­
pected farming to earn less than a nonfarm job with given re­
sources, but were planning to farm in spite of this anticipat-
Table 27. Frequency distribution of ratios of 1965 income in farming to income in 
nonfarm jobs with specified labor and capital, classified by occupation­
al plan 
Farm Plan Nonfarm Plan 
Range of Ratio Accumulated Accumulated 
Number Percent Percent Number Percent Percent 
0.00 to 0.49 47 14.5 14.5 127 25.5 25.5 
0.50 to 0.99 155 47.8 62.3 267 53.6 79.1 
l.oo to 1.49 78 24.2 86.5 60 12.1 91.2 
1.50 to 2.00 34 10.4 96.9 29 5.8 97.0 
Over 2.00 10 3.1 100.0 15 3.0 100.0 
Total 324 100.0 100.0 498 100.0 100.0 
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ed condition. The percentages of the nonfarm plan group ex­
ceed those of the farm plan group in frequency classifica­
tions with ratios below one. The reverse is true with ratios 
greater than one. 
The conclusion that boys not planning to farm were rela­
tively more pessimistic about farm earnings compared to non-
farm earnings with equal resources was also reached by exam­
ining the means of the ratios. It is recognized that the 
mean of the ratios is not an accurate estimator of absolute 
numbers, but in this case it was used only to determine the 
relative optimism or pessimism of the farm plan and nonfarm 
plan groups. (Table 28) 
The means of the ratios show that the farm plan group 
had significantly more optimism toward income earning possi­
bilities in farming relative to nonfarm jobs than did the non-
farm plan group. The nonfarm plan boys who were most pessimis­
tic about the relative earnings of farming compared with non-
farm jobs were the boys who were certain they were going to 
follow a nonfarm occupation. 
Again, the very uncertain group acted in an unusual 
manner. The boys who were very uncertain of their occupa­
tional choice, both farm and nonfarm, expressed a surpris­
ingly high degree of optimism for the earning opportunities 
in farming relative to the nonfarm job. However, in this 
case, the ratios were somewhat misleading since the very un­
certain boys were much more pessimistic about the earning 
Table 28. Mean of the ratios of 1965 income in farming to nonfarm jobs with speci­
fied labor and capital, classified by occupational plan and degree of cer­
tainty 
Farm 
Nonfarm 
No Thought 
Occupation 
Ignored 
Fairly Fairly Very No Certainty 
Certain Certain Uncertain Uncertain Information Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
59 .933 198 .937 49 
40 .695 255 .777 119 
,867 18 1.286 
,748 36 1.027 46 
324 .945 
835 496 .787 
23 .754 
99 .837 453 .847 168 .783 54 1.114 4& .831 
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opportunities in both farming and nonfarm jobs relative to the 
other certainty groups. The boys who were very uncertain of 
their chosen farm occupation estimated the average 1965 farm 
earnings with the specified resources at less than 50 percent 
of the average estimated by the entire farm plan group. The 
nonfarm plan group displayed a similar pessimism regarding 
the earning opportunities of a nonfarm job. Although both 
estimates were extremely pessimistic relative to other cer­
tainty groups, the expectation of farm earnings relative to 
nonfarm earnings was more optimistic than other certainty 
groups. 
Expected incomes under alternative resource arrangements, 
average of three farm sizes The following question was 
submitted in order to determine the expected relative earning 
abilities of different combinations of land, labor, and capi­
tal: "We would like to have your estimate of the net cash in­
come per year (cash receipts minus cash expenditures) from 
farming operations for an average owner-operator on three 
different sized Iowa farms in 1958 and 1965". The land, la­
bor and capital for a small farm, medium farm and large farm 
were then specified. (Appendix A, p. 225) 
The average expected net cash farm income in 1965 for 
all three size groups was less for the nonfarm plan group 
than for the farm plan group. (Table 29) A ratio computed by 
placing the mean 1958 estimated net cash incomes for all 
three farm sizes over the similar mean for 1965 was higher 
Table 29. Estimates of net cash farm income for 1958 and 1965 for small, medium, 
and large farms, classified by occupational plans of total sample 
Farm Sizea 
1958 Mean Estimated 
Net Cash Income 
1965 Mean Estimated 
Net Cash Income 
Ratio of the 
Cash Incomes 
Mean Net 
1958/1965 
Farm PJLan 
Group0 
Nonfarm 
Plan Groupé 
Farm Plan 
Group 
Nonfarm 
Plan Group 
Farm Plan 
Group 
Nonfarm 
Plan Group 
Small Farm $ 4,951 $ 4,546 $ 6,580 $ 5,630 .752 .807 
Medium Farm $ 9,890 $ 8,710 $12,590 $10,500 .785 .829 
Large Farm $18,680 $15,630 $23,100 $23,550 .809 . 663 
Average All 
Three Farm 
Sizes $11,174 $ 9,629 $14,090 $13,227 .793 .727 
aSee questionnaire (Appendix A, p. 225) for wording of the question and de-
scription of the farm size. 
bparm plan group n=32l|_, nonfarm plan group n=495-
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for the farm plan group than for the nonfarm plan group. 
This indicates that even though the nonfarm plan boys were 
more pessimistic about the absolute net cash income in 1965» 
they expected a greater proportional increase between 1958 
and 1965 than did the boys who plan to farm. 
Previous discussion called attention to greater differ­
ences between farm and nonfarm plan boys who were certain of 
their occupation. This greater difference was again notice­
able when the boys who were certain of their occupational 
plan were considered apart from the entire sample. (Table 30) 
The boys who were certain of their nonfarm occupational plan 
have an average expected 1965 income for all three farm 
sizes of $8,643, or approximately 58 percent of the 1965 ex­
pected average income of $14-,753 estimated by the boys cer­
tain they were going to farm. 
For the total group (Table 29) the 1958 and 1965 ratios 
indicated that the nonfarm boys were relatively more optimis­
tic about the increase in farm incomes than were the farm 
boys. The reverse was true in the group certain of their oc­
cupational plans. (Table 30) The boys who were certain of a 
nonfarm job were less optimistic about the increase in ex­
pected income in 1965 for all three farm sizes than were the 
boys who plan to farm. 
Expected incomes under alternative resource arrangements, 
comparisons of farm sizes The average expected 1965 in­
come in farming by the farm plan group for the small farm and 
Table 30. Estimates of net cash farm income for 1958 and 1965 for small, medium, and 
large farms, classified by occupational plans of the boys who are certain 
of their occupational plan 
Farm Size3-
1958 Mean Estimated 
Net Cash Income 
1965 Mean Estimated 
Net Cash Income 
Ratio of the 
Cash Incomes 
Mean Net 
1958/1965 
Farm Plan 
Group*5 
Nonfarm 
Plan Group*3 
Farm Plan 
Group 
Nonfarm 
Plan Group 
Farm Plan 
Group 
Nonfarm 
Plan Group 
Small Farm $ 5,525 $ 3,720 $ 6,920 $ 3,970 .798 .937 
Medium Farm $11,040 $ 7,040 $13,140 $ 7,390 .867 .953 
Large Farm $21,820 $12,740 $24,200 $14,570 .901 .874 
Average of 
All Three 
Farm Sizes $12,795 $ 7,833 $14,753 $ 8,643 .867 .906 
aSee questionnaire (Appendix A, p. 225) for wording of the question and de­
scription of the farm size. 
bparm plan group n=59, nonfarm plan group n=39. 
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medium farm exceeded the average estimate for the nonfarm 
plan group by a significant amount. (Table 29) However, this 
was not true for the large farm where the nonfarm plan group 
estimate slightly exceeded that of the farm plan boys. The 
nonfarm group appeared to be relatively more optimistic for 
the earning opportunities of the large farming units. This 
could explain why many of the nonfarm plan group gave "too 
large a capital investment necessary" as a reason for not 
farming. Although the nonfarm plan group was quite optimis­
tic about the earning ability of the large farm, they might 
feel that their own income in farming would be quite low due 
to resource deficiency. On the other hand, boys who plan to 
farm and expect good income from small farms would be less 
likely to consider capital restrictions as an important limi­
tation to entry into farming. 
Another way to examine the relative expectations of the 
farm and the nonfarm plan boys is to consider the expected 
proportional increase in income rather than the absolute 
amount of expected income. In spite of the relatively high­
er 1958 estimates (Table 29) the farm plan group expected a 
larger income increase on the average by 1965 than did the 
nonfarm plan group for the small and medium farm. The ratio 
of the mean incomes (1958 to 1965) for the small and medium 
farm were significantly larger for the nonfarm plan group, 
indicating less of an average expected increase by 1965 rela­
tive to the farm plan group. 
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The reverse was true with the large farm. The nonfarm 
plan group expected a greater increase in the earning ability 
of the large farm by 1965. The expected average increase for 
the nonfarm plan group was significantly greater than the ex­
pected average increase .Tor the farm plan group for the large 
farm. This again points up the apparent belief of the non-
farm plan group that success, in terms of income, in farming 
is closely associated with the size of th^ farming unit. 
When the ratios of expected incomes between farm size 
were considered rather than the ratio of expected incomes be­
tween 1958 and 1965 (as was done in the previous section) a 
similar conclusion was reached. (Table 31) The boys in the 
nonfarm plan group expected the 1965 income of the small farm 
to be slightly more than half as large as the 1965 medium 
farm income on the average. The difference between the boys 
planning to farm and the boys not planning to farm was not 
significant in this respect. The boys in the nonfarm plan 
group were more optimistic regarding the average earnings of 
the large farm relative to the medium farm than were the farm 
plan boys. The farm plan group expected the 1965 large farm 
income to be less than twice that of the medium farm. The 
nonfarm plan group expected the large farm to earn about 2 l/l(. 
times as much as the medium farm in 1965. This again empha­
sizes that the nonfarm group apparently believe the large farm 
will have considerable income advantages over the small and 
medium farm in the future. 
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Table 31. Estimated farm income relationship for farm sizes 
expressed as ratios of the mean estimates, classi­
fied by occupational plan 
Boys Who Are 
All Boys, Ger- Certain of Their 
tainty Ignored8- Occupational Plan*3 
Farm Plan Nonfarm Farm Plan Nonfarm 
Group Plan Group Group Plan Group 
1958 Small Farm/ 
Medium Farm 
1958 Large Farm/ 
Medium Farm 
.500 
1.89 
.521 
1.79 
.5oo 
1.98 
.528 
l.8l 
1965 Small Farm./ 
Medium Farm 
1965 Large Farm/ 
Medium Farm 
.522 
1.83 
.536 
2.24 
.526 
1.84 
.537 
1.97 
aFarm plan group n=324, nonfarm plan group n=495• 
bparm plan group n=59, nonfarm plan group n=39• 
Expected incomes under alternative resource arrangements, 
relation to uncertainty The relative pessimism regarding 
earning ability of farming by the boys who were very uncertain 
of their occupational plan was apparent. (Table 32) The boys 
who planned to farm, but were uncertain of their decision, 
expected the 1965 farm income to be only 48 percent of the 
average net cash income expected by all boys planning to farm. 
The expected 1965 average net cash farm income for the med­
ium farm was 62 percent of the expected 1965 farm income of 
Table 32. Estimated 1965 net cash income in farming with different farm sizes by 
boys who plan to farm, classified by certainty of occupational plan 
Fairly Fairly Very Certainty 
Certain Certain Uncertain Uncertain Ignored 
n=59 n=199 n=50 D II H
 
C
D
 
n=326 
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) (Mean) 
Small Farm, 1965 $ 6,920 $ 6,420 $ 8,060 $ 3,170 $ 6,580 
Medium Farm, 1965 $13,1^0 $12,230 $15,070 $ 7,870 $12,590 
Large Farm, 1965 $24,200 $21,870 $28,770 $17,360 $23,100 
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all boys planning to farm. For the large farm, the very un­
certain group expected net cash income was only 75 percent of 
the average of the entire farm plan group. 
The boys who were very uncertain of their decision to 
farm showed income expectations similar to the average expec­
tations of the nonfarm plan group. The very uncertain farm 
plan group was much more pessimistic regarding the earning 
ability of the small and medium farm than were other boys 
planning to farm. However, the future income expectations of 
the very uncertain farm plan group increased relative to the 
expectations of other farm plan boys as the size of the farm 
was increased. A similar tendency was observed for the en­
tire nonfarm plan group. 
This supports the premise that the boys in the very un­
certain groups were subjected to numerous conflicting forces 
which made it difficult for them to arrive at a decision. 
In most cases they did not follow a pattern similar to the 
pattern displayed by the other boys in the same occupational 
plan group. At times, such as the case illustrated above, the 
very uncertain group displayed characteristics which seemed 
to be more compatible with the characteristics of the boys in 
other occupational plan groups and not compatible with the 
characteristics of the boys in their own occupational group. 
The tendency of the uncertain group to conform with the 
characteristics of the opposite group in the dichotomy acts 
to reduce the difference between the total nonfarm and total 
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farm plan groups. Therefore, it would have been advisable to 
have removed the very uncertain group when comparisons were 
made between the total farm and total nonfarm plan groups. 
When only the boys who were certain of their occupation­
al plan were considered, the divergence between the farm plan 
group and the nonfarm plan group was increased. (Table 30) 
The average expected 1965 net cash income for the boys who 
were very certain they are going to farm is above the mean 
for the entire farm plan group for all three farm sizes. The 
boys certain of their nonfarm plan were below the mean of the 
total nonfarm plan group. The boys who were certain of their 
nonfarm occupational plan displayed an expected income pattern 
similar to the very uncertain farm plan group with respect to 
level of income and relationship between farm sizes. (Tables 
30 and 32) Again, the average level of expected income was 
considerably below that of the farm plan group. 
The above data would cause rejection of a hypothesis that 
high income expectations in nonfarm jobs relative to farming 
are not related to decisions to take a nonfarm job. The the­
oretical framework of this study is based upon the hypothesis 
that differences in income expectations of farm boys do exist 
and that one important factor in a boy's decision not to farm 
is his nonfarm income expectation relative to his farm in­
come expectation. The data presented in this section show 
that boys who planned a nonfarm job tend to have higher aver­
age income expectations in nonfarm jobs than did boys who 
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planned to farm. Congruently, the boys who did not plan to 
farm have lower average income expectations in farming than 
did boys who planned to farm. This would tend to place the 
opportunity line much higher on the monetary axis for the non-
farm job than for the farm job. 
Many of the farm plan boys expected income opportunities 
in farming to be higher than their income opportunities in a 
nonfarm job. This, of course, is consistent with their plan 
to farm. However, more than half of the farm plan boys ex­
pected incomes from nonfarm jobs to be greater than farming. 
This would be consistent with the theoretical framework pre­
sented if these boys had much higher nonmonetary benefit ex­
pectations in farming than in the nonfarm job. 
A few of the boys who planned nonfarm jobs had higher 
income expectations in farming than they did in the nonfarm 
jobs. It must be remembered that this information was based 
on a given set of resources. It is probable that these boys 
did not anticipate any possibility of obtaining the great 
amount of resources they believed necessary to earn a satis­
factory income in farming. 
Informational level 
The purpose of the study was to analyze how boys arrive 
at their occupational plan with their given level of informa­
tion. It was not within the scope of this study to analyze 
the extent of this information nor the accuracy of it. 
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Nevertheless, it is recognized, that the boy's monetary expec­
tations are based upon the extent of his information about 
his own abilities, his own resources, expected assistance 
from family and others, job requirements, opportunities of 
various occupations, and how well his particular resources 
fit various occupations. This is also true regarding expec­
tations of nonmonetary income. The boy's information level 
greatly affects his expected appreciation from nonmonetary 
benefits associated with various jobs. Therefore, the extent 
of the information he possesses about monetary and nonmonetary 
benefits will determine the position of his opportunity line 
on either axis of the framework as diagrammed. (See figs. 2, 
3, 4 and 5») If his information is such that he correctly 
assesses his monetary and nonmonetary potential in given oc­
cupations, the probability of his realizing his occupational 
plan is greater. 
Although this study is not primarily concerned with the 
extent or the accuracy of the boy's information, some of the 
data collected can be used in a manner that would permit some 
checking on the extent and reliability of the occupational 
information of farm boys. This information can be used to 
suggest hypotheses for future examination. 
Estimated incomes earned under alternative farm situa­
tions In the question explained in the previous section 
the respondent was asked to give the estimated income for 1958 
for the various size farms. One method of checking the reli­
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ability of the respondent's information was to compare the 
estimated 1958 incomes with actual incomes from Iowa farms 
for the same period and for the same size farms. 
The estimate of 1958 net cash farm income of the nonfarm 
plan group for the small farm, medium farm and large farm was 
92 percent, 88 percent, 8I|. percent, respectively, of the aver­
age estimate made by the farm plan boys. On the large farm 
the boys who planned to farm estimated the 1958 income $3,000 
more, ($18,680 compared to $15,630), than did the boys who 
did not plan to farm. It was suggested earlier that the boys 
who did not plan to farm were much more conservative about 
the future income earning opportunities from farming relative 
to boys planning to farm. This same relative conservatism 
was apparent in the estimates of 1958 incomes. (Table 29) 
When only the boys who were certain of their occupation­
al plan were considered the ratio of 1958 earnings between 
size groups were similar for farm and nonfarm plan boys to 
the ratios of the total sample. (Table 31) However, the dif­
ferences in absolute amounts were more pronounced with the 
group who were certain of their occupational plans. (Table 30) 
The boys who were certain they were going to farm were, on 
the average, more optimistic about the 1958 average net cash 
income for all three size groups. 
The boys who were certain they were going to follow a 
nonfarm occupation were significantly more pessimistic about 
the 1958 estimated net cash farm income than were the total 
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nonfarm plan group, on the average. This relative pessimism 
was discussed earlier in relation to expected 1965 incomes. 
The boys who were certain of a nonfarm occupation estimated 
the 1958 net cash farm income of a small farm, medium farm, 
and large farm at 6?» 63 and 58 percent of the average esti­
mate given by the boys who were certain they were going to 
farm. 
This again illustrates that the greatest difference be­
tween the farm plan group and the nonfarm plan group existed 
between the boys who were certain of their occupation. In 
this case, the differences between the average of the certain 
group were much greater than the difference between the aver­
ages of the total sample, certainty ignored. 
When differences such as this appeared between the two 
groups, the question of accuracy could not be avoided. The 
Iowa Farm Business Association summaries v^ere used as a guide 
to determine the probable 1958 net cav-h 4-.corse for the medium 
and large farm situations. No comparable .tgures were avail­
able for the small farm as specified ia \,V..e study. 
The average 1958 net cash income for the large farm in 
Iowa with resources similar to that specified in the question 
was $16,035. The average net cash income for the medium farm 
with resources similar to those specified was $9,228. The 
ratio of the large farm to the medium farm was 1.71+. 
Using these figures for comparison purposes, it appeared 
that the farm plan group was too optimistic in their estimates, 
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and the nonfarm plan group appeared very close, although 
underestimating slightly. (Table 29) The ratio of incomes, 
medium to large farm, as given by the nonfarm plan group was 
not significantly different from the actual ratio of 1958 in­
comes. (Table 31) 
Recognizing that these net cash income statistics were 
on the basis of farm business association farms, it should be 
observed that the association farms are considered by most 
farm management specialists to be more efficient than the av­
erage Iowa farm of similar size. Consequently, the 1958 net 
cash incomes determined from Farm Business Association re­
cords were undoubtedly higher than the average 1958 Iowa farm 
with similar resources. Therefore, it seems reasonable to 
conclude that the 1958 estimates of net cash farm income made 
by the boys who did not plan to farm were more accurate than 
those who planned to follow farming as an occupation. 
Needed resources for satisfactory income in farming 
To determine the boy's opinion of the needed resources in 
farming he was asked how many acres of cropland he thought he 
would need as a renter and as an owner for a satisfactory in­
come. The term "satisfactory income" must be examined before 
meaningful comparisons can be made between the two occupa­
tional groups. In an earlier section it was mentioned that 
the farm plan group would consider an average farm income of 
$8,lj.00 satisfactory at age 30, and the nonfarm plan group in­
dicated an average farm income of $8,020. The two groups 
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were quite similar in their stated average satisfactory in­
comes from farming. Therefore, for comparisons of estimated 
needed resources it was assumed that both groups had identi­
cal incomes in mind. 
The nonfarm plan group believed that 240 crop acres were 
necessary as a renter compared to 231 for the farm plan group. 
(Table 33) As an owner the nonfarm plan group felt that 212 
crop acres were necessary compared to 200 for the farm plan 
group. (Table 34) According to the Iowa assessor reports, 
the average Iowa farm in 1958 was 126 crop acres. The farms 
which both the farm and the nonfarm plan groups had in mind 
represented a considerable increase over the size of the ex­
isting average farm in Iowa. 
The estimated farm size needed both as an owner and as a 
renter, showed a relationship to the degree of certainty of 
occupational plan. In both the farm plan group and the non-
farm plan group, the boys* opinion of the number of crop acres 
needed for a satisfactory income decreased as uncertainty in­
creased. Again the very uncertain group did not appear to 
follow the pattern established by the other certainty groups. 
Apparently it had become characteristic of the very uncertain 
group to reverse the pattern established by the certain, fair­
ly certain, and fairly uncertain groups with both the boys 
who planned to farm and those who planned nonfarm jobs. Pos­
sible reasons for this were discussed previously. 
When asked how much capital invested in livestock and 
Table 33• Estimated acres of cropland for satisfactory income as a renter, classi­
fied by occupational plan and certainty of plans 
Very 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored3-
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 59 242.2 201 233.0 51 222.0 18 213.6 329 231.9 
Nonfarm 40 247.5 262 240.5 121 235.3 37 249.0 46 238.8 506 240.2 
No Thought 24 226.2 
Occupation 
Ignored 99 244.3 4&3 237.3 172 231.4 55 237.4 46 238.0 
at=1.30, not significant. 
Table 34* Estimated acres of cropland for satisfactory income as owner, classified 
by occupational plan and certainty of plans 
Very 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 59 230.5 202 198.2 51 169.1 18 210.8 330 200.2 
Nonfarm 40 228.2 262 213.8 121 205.4 37 215.5 46 199.7 432 212.0 
No Thought 24 183.1 
Occupation 
Ignored 99 229.6 464 207.1 172 194-7 55 214.0 46 201.7 
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machinery and equipment a renter would need for a satisfac­
tory income, the farm plan group's average estimate was 
$17,500, while the nonfarm plan group's average estimate was 
$16,100. In answer to the same question regarding needed 
capital investment in machinery, livestock and equipment as 
an owner, the farm plan group estimated $25,200, while the 
nonfarm plan group estimated $22,800. In both cases the es­
timate of the farm plan group was significantly larger than 
that of the nonfarm plan group. 
In order to compare the accuracy of the boys' estimates 
regarding capital investments needed, the Iowa Farm Business 
Association records were used. Farms achieving approximately 
an $8,000 net cash income*" in 1958 had an average of $18,ll|2 
invested in machinery, livestock and equipment. Consequently 
the estimates of the respondents did not deviate greatly from 
actual investments used to achieve an $8,000 net income. 
The nonfarm plan boys estimated a need for larger farms 
than did the farm plan boys, but the latter thought more re­
sources would be necessary for livestock and equipment. 
Amount of total estimated resources necessary to achieve a 
satisfactory ($8,000) net cash farm income were similar for 
the two groups, but the combinations of land and capital dif­
fered slightly. Both groups were thinking of farm incomes 
'""Eight thousand dollars net cash income is for the farm. 
It is the income an owner-operator would receive. 
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and farm capital Investments that were much greater than the 
present average in Iowa. 
Occupational information Previous questions attempted 
to assess the boys' information about income and investment 
needed in farming under alternative arrangements. The ques­
tion was also devised to test the boys' knowledge of farming 
relative to other occupations. (Appendix A) The respondent 
was asked to rank several selected jobs according to the 
amount of money needed for training and getting started in the 
job; steadiness of income from year to year; opportunity to be 
your own boss and make your own decisions about your work; and 
social standing on the job. In addition the respondent was 
asked to estimate the income per year for the average American 
worker in several jobs. 
Different methods were used to obtain the standard rank­
ing for scoring purposes. Scorings for the ranking of amount 
of money needed for training and getting started in the job, 
steadiness of income from year to year, and opportunity to be 
your own boss, were achieved by a survey of 15 members of the 
Economics and Sociology Department at Iowa State University. 
Approximately 2/3 of the faculty members participating were 
Extension economists. 
There was nearly unanimous agreement on the three rank­
ings. The ranking for amount of money needed for training 
and getting started was (1) medical doctor, (2) corn belt ten­
ant farmer, (3) high school teacher, (Ij.) machinist, (5) truck 
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driver. For steadiness of income from year to year the stan­
dard ranking was (1) high school teacher, (2) dentist, (3) 
semi-skilled factory worker, (4) corn belt tenant farmer. Op­
portunity to be your own boss (make your own decisions about 
your work) was ranked as follows : (1) farm owner and operator, 
(2) lawyer, (3) high school teacher, (4) factory worker. 
The standard ranking on social standing of the job was 
determined by selecting jobs from the North-Hatt Scale of job 
rankings developed by the National Opinion Research Center, 
Denver, Colorado. The standard ranking was: (1) lawyer, (2) 
high school teacher, (3) corn belt tenant farmer, (4) clerk 
in a store, (5) taxi driver. 
The scoring standard used on the question regarding aver­
age annual net income for American workers was developed on 
the basis of income figures obtained from the Iowa Employment 
Service, Des Moines, Iowa. The following figures were used 
for scoring purposes : electrical engineer, $8,500; skilled 
machinist, $4,200; corn belt tenant farmer, $3,900; semi­
skilled factory worker, $3,900; filling station attendant, 
$3,000. 
The respondents were scored on the basis of these stan­
dards. The average amount of absolute deviation, independent 
of direction, from the standard ranking was computed for each 
of the questions. (Table 35) With the exception of one ques­
tion, the boys planning to farm had significantly greater ab­
solute deviations from the standard than did the boys planning 
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Table 35» Absolute deviations from standard ranking of selec­
ted jobs when ranked according to the specified job 
characteristics and classified by occupational plana 
Farm Plan Nonfarm Plan 
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation 
Amount of money for training 
and getting started in the 
jobb 4.53 3.73 
Steadiness of income from 
year to year 3.68 3.38 
Opportunity to be your own 
boss, make your own decisions 
about your work0 I.48 1.45 
Social standing on job 3.92 2.92 
Total deviation all rankings^ 13.60 11.50 
Estimated income of average $11,100 $10,480 
American worker last year (1958) 
aBased on absolute error, sign ignored, for all items 
ranked. 
bt=5.4i6. 
cdifference not significant. 
dt=.484« 
nonfarm occupations. The one exception was a question re­
garding opportunity to be your own boss. There was no signi­
ficant difference between the farm plan group in the average 
deviations in their answers to this question. One of the 
greatest differences between the two groups appeared in their 
opinion of the social standing of the various occupations. 
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The sum of the average deviation of the rankings of the 
farm plan group was 13•6, compared to 11.5 for the nonfarm 
plan group, indicating that on the average the nonfarm plan 
group was significantly more accurate as judged by the stan­
dard rankings than were the farm plan group. This was also 
true on the question asking for income estimates. The average 
error of the estimates of the boys planning to farm was signi­
ficantly greater than the average error of the boys not plan­
ning to farm. 
The reliability of the answers to this question was also 
measured by evaluating the proportion of the boys overestima­
ting and underestimating the position of the farmer relative 
to other jobs in the questions stated. (Table 36) More of the 
boys not planning to farm (61.6 percent as compared to J4.6.6 
percent) underestimated the amount of money needed to get 
started in farming than did the farm plan boys. Twenty-four 
percent of the farm plan group overestimated the money needed 
to get started in farming relative to other jobs as compared 
to 11 percent of the nonfarm plan group. Since the rankings 
are relative to other jobs this does not mean that the farm 
plan group expected the absolute cost of entry into farming to 
be higher. Apparently the farm plan group tended to rank the 
position of the corn belt farmer higher in the scale of jobs 
relative to the rankings of the nonfarm plan group. Nearly 
one-fourth of the farm plan group thought the money needed by 
the corn belt tenant farmer to get started would amount to 
Table 36. Percentage overestimating, underestimating, and correct in ranking the position of the 
farmer relative to other selected jobs when ranked according to specified job characteris­
tics and classified by occupational plan 
Correct 
Farm Nonfarm 
Plan Plan 
% % 
Boys Underestimating 
Farm Nonfarm 
Plan Plan 
7» Mean % Mean 
Boys Overestimating 
Farm Nonfarm 
Plan Plan 
% Mean % Mean 
Amount of money needed for 
training and getting started 
in joba 29.2 27.2 46.6 1.87 61.6 1.77 24.2 1.00 11.2 l.oo 
Steadiness of income from 
year to year 43.7 55.0 56.3 1.70 45.0 1.53 
Opportunity to be your own 
boss, make your own deci­
sions about your work do.5 75.7 11.5 1.3% 24.3 1.32 
Social standing of the job 35.5 40.1 26.3 1.44 34.3 1.45 38.2 1.54 25.6 1.30 
Estimated income of average 
American worker last year 
(1958)b 01.6 02.5 35.7 $1100 34.5 $1130 62.7 $3280 63.0 $2400 
aMean deviation, boys underestimating, t=3.411 . 
kBased on absolute error in dollars. 
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more than the cost of training and equipping a medical doctor. 
The farmer ranked lowest in the question concerning 
steadiness of income. Therefore it was impossible to under­
estimate the position of the farmer in this question. A 
larger proportion of the boys planning to farm tended to over­
estimate the steadiness of income of the farmer relative to 
other occupations compared to the boys not planning to farm. 
The farm owner and operator ranked at the number one po­
sition on the question concerning opportunity to be your own 
boss. Consequently it was impossible to overestimate the po­
sition of the farmer. A higher percentage of the nonfarm plan 
group tended to underestimate the farmers1 ability to be his 
own boss, relative to other occupations. The boys planning to 
farm felt that the social position of the farmer ranked much 
higher relative to other occupations than did the boys not 
planning to farm. More of the farm plan group overestimated 
the position of the farmer and fewer of them underestimated the 
position of the farmer. 
The percentage of the boys underestimating and overestima­
ting the relative income position of the farmer was not signifi­
cantly different between the farm plan and the nonfarm plan 
group. However, the average error of the farm plan boys who 
overestimated was $3,280, as compared to the average error of 
$2,400 for the boys in the nonfarm plan group. For those who 
were underestimating, the average error of the nonfarm plan 
group was slightly greater than the error for the boys in the 
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farm plan group. 
The foregoing information examines absolute error, over-
estimation and. underestimation of the farmers' position. 
Many of the boys had correct rankings. More of the boys in 
the nonfarm plan group were correct on the ranking of steadi­
ness of income from year to year and on the social standing 
of the job. (Table 36) More of the boys in the farm plan 
group were correct in the rankings concerning amount of money 
needed for training and getting started on the job, and oppor­
tunity to be your own boss. There appeared a general ten­
dency of the nonfarm plan group to underestimate the position 
of the farmer relative to other jobs compared to the farm 
plan group. 
Farm industry information Three multiple choice ques­
tions were posed regarding the farm industry. (Appendix A) 
One question referred to the trend in Iowa farm numbers, an­
other was about the percent of the national income which comes 
from farming and a.third asked about the average size farm in 
Iowa. (Table 37) The questions did not reveal any significant 
differences between the two groups except for one item. A 
significantly greater percentage of the boys in the nonfarm 
plan group correctly answered that the percentage of the na­
tional income from farming was decreasing. 
The boys in both groups showed a realization that the 
number of farms in Iowa was decreasing rapidly. Over a third 
of the boys in both groups thought it was decreasing much more 
Table 37* Estimates of number of farms In Iowa, farm income trends related to nation 
al income, average size of Iowa farm, classified by occupational plan 
Estimated Number of Farms in Iowa 
Increase Increase 2% Staying Same Decrease 2% Decrease %% 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Farm Plan 10 3.0 16 4.8 15 4.S 16? 50.7 122 37.0 
Nonfarm Plan 12 2.4 24 4.8 26 5.1 254 50.3 189 37.4 
Estimated Trend of Farming's Contribution to National Income 
Increasing Staying Same Decreasing 
No. % No. % No. % 
Farm Plan 140 42.4 69 20.9 121 36.7 
Nonfarm Plan 205 40.5 98 19.4 203 40.1 
Estimated Average Size Farm 1 in Iowa 
80 Acres 140 Acres 175 Acres 200 Acres 220 Acres 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. # 
Farm Plan 4 1.2 59 17.9 147 44.5 85 25.8 35 10.6 
Nonfarm Plan 8 1.6 88 17.4 211 41.7 151 29.8 48 9.5 
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rapidly than was actually the case. Slightly more than a 
third of the boys in both groups realized that the percentage 
of national income from farming was decreasing. This suggests 
that farm boys as a rule might not have a good appreciation of 
the position of the farming industry in our economy as a whole. 
The 1954- census indicates that the average size of the 
Iowa farm was 177 acres. In the question regarding size of 
farm in Iowa, the 175 acre answer was closest to the census 
figure. Nearly half of the boys correctly answered this ques­
tion, with about a third of the boys believing that the aver­
age size of the Iowa farm was 200 acres or more. 
Relation of Family Characteristics to 
Occupational Plans 
It is generally agreed that other members of the family 
exert influence on the boy's occupational plans. Some of the 
financial resources of the family could be viewed possessively 
by the boy, especially if he expected parental help. The fam­
ily resources might be viewed by a boy who planned to farm as 
additional resources to help him achieve his plans. Family 
resources could work in the same way for the boy not planning 
to farm if the occupation of his choice required a college ed­
ucation or high capital investment. In this case he might 
view the family resources as an additional resource to help 
him pursue a nonfarm job. 
The success of the family in the farming occupation could 
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have effects upon the boy's appreciation of the nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming. Whether or not the father 
or other members of the family followed nonfarm jobs could af­
fect the boy's information level regarding income opportuni­
ties and nonmonetary benefits associated with nonfarm jobs; 
and finally, the values and preferences of other members of 
the family could be expected to influence those of the re­
spondent . 
Respondent's home situation 
The home situation in the two major occupational groups 
did not appear to differ significantly. Approximately 95 per­
cent of the boys in both groups lived with their biological 
father and mother. The other five percent lived with a single 
parent, with relatives or with nonrelatives. There appeared 
to be no significant difference between the two groups in 
these respects. 
A significant difference between the two groups did ap­
pear with respect to the nonfarm occupational activity of the 
fathers. Although primarily farmers, the fathers of 16.1 per­
cent of the boys in the farm plan group worked parttime in 
nonfarm jobs as compared to the parents of 22.7 percent of the 
boys in the nonfarm plan group. Assuming that the father's 
work in a nonfarm job would broaden the job information of the 
boy, this suggests that more of the boys in the nonfarm plan 
group had an opportunity to become exposed to nonfarm occupa-
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tional information. However, the father's nonfarm parttime 
job and the boy's interest in nonfarm work could both be re­
lated to lower net worth and lower farm incomes. 
Parental views on occupational plans 
Other studies have shown the influence of parents in oc­
cupational planning. Slocum found that only three out of ev­
ery four boys admitted that they had been influenced by other 
individuals when selecting their occupations. Parents were 
considered by 73 percent of the students to have been influen­
tial, followed by teachers (29 percent). More senior high 
school students from farm families than from nonfarm acknow­
ledged help from parents. (45, pp• 22-23) Haller states 
"other investigators have shown that accessibility of a farm, 
values functionally related to farming as an occupation, and 
primary group influence support the plan to enter farming. 
The present research shows that parental support for success 
in nonfarm work and certain values, attitudes, and personality 
characteristics supporting success in nonfarm work tend to be 
significantly associated with planning not to farm." (1$, p. 
268) 
People communicate ideas to each other through the written 
and spoken word. Because interaction with others is continu­
ous from birth until death for normal members of human society, 
it is frequently difficult for an individual to identify the 
factors which play an important part in his decision making. 
lip. 
Nevertheless, where the influence of a particular individual 
or event has been experienced in a vivid manner, individuals 
are evidently able to recall it even though they may be unable 
to identify more subtle influences which may be even more im­
portant . Thus, while an adolescent can recall parental urg-
ings, he should not be expected to recognize the influence on 
his occupational choice of family traditions and customs or of 
many other factors in his background. Such matters cannot be 
readily perceived and they frequently are unnoticed. 
It is quite possible that some parents have definitely 
committed themselves regarding their occupational preference 
for the boy. Although parents might not have committed them­
selves openly, it could be obvious that parents do have an 
opinion regarding the boys' occupation from the amount and 
kind of resources which are made available to the boy. It is 
possible that a parent might offer the boy a college education 
in some field other than farming. It is equally possible that 
the parent might offer a gift or loan of substantial resources 
providing the boy farms. Similar resources might not be 
available to him if he should follow a nonfarm occupation. 
Many attitudes of the parents toward jobs are undoubtedly ap­
parent to the adolescent and could be a great potential influ­
ence on the boy. Attitudes and values of this nature could 
either encourage or discourage a boy from considering farming, 
or any specific occupation. 
Buck found that $0 percent of the farm reared boys be­
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lieved their parents wanted them to farm. (10, p. 11) Other 
studies have shown that parents often exert influence on the 
occupational choice of their sons. Not all of the influence 
exerted by farm parents tends to encourage boys to farm. Many 
of the farm parents in the studies conducted by Haller, Slocum 
and other sociologists appeared to have farming in mind for 
their boys. 
In the Iowa study the boys were asked if the father (same 
question for the mother) had a job in mind for which he 
thought the boy should plan. A surprisingly large proportion, 
71 percent of the farm plan group and 77 percent of the non-
farm plan group (74.6 percent of the total), stated they were 
not aware of their father having a job in mind for them. Ap­
proximately three-fourths of the boys were not aware of a 
mother's occupational plan for them. 
Twenty-nine percent of the Iowa farm plan group knew that 
their fathers had a job in mind for them as compared to 23 per­
cent of the nonfarm plan group.*" Even larger differences be­
tween the two groups appeared when particular occupational 
plans were examined. (Table 38) Twenty-one percent of the re­
spondents in the farm plan group compared to only five percent 
of the boys in the nonfarm plan group knew that their fathers 
wanted them to farm. However, eight percent of the boys in 
the farm plan group were planning to farm even though their 
"*Chi square equals 4» 7497. 
Table 38• Fathers' views of occupational plans for the boys 
Fathers Have 
Fathers Have Nonfarm Job Fathers Have Total 
Farming in Mind in Mind* No Job in Mind Number 
No. % No. % No. % 
Farm 70 21 26 8 230 71 326 
Nonfarm Total 27 5 86 17 385 77 498 
Specified 26 6 75 18 324 76 425 
Unspecified 11 11 15 61 84 73 
No Thought 2 8 3 12 19 79 24 
&X2=4.7497. 
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fathers had a nonfarm job in mind for them. 
Twenty-seven percent of the nonfarm plan group compared 
to 24 percent of the farm plan group knew their mothers had a 
job in mind for them. (Table 39) 
More fathers than mothers had jobs in mind for the farm 
plan group, but more of the mothers had jobs in mind for the 
nonfarm plan group. It appeared that mothers were more inter­
ested in having their sons take nonfarm jobs than were the 
fathers. 
The high proportion of the boys in the Iowa study that 
were not aware of their parents having a job in mind for them 
suggests that parental influence was not as important as re­
ported in the studies in Michigan, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania 
and Washington. (10, 18, 45) However, the question in the Iowa 
study was asked somewhat differently. It is possible that a 
boy might admit to some parental influence regarding his occu­
pational choice even though he was not aware of any specific 
job which the parent had in mind for him. 
Parental views on educational plans 
"The parents of those who plan not to farm tend to have 
higher levels of educational and occupational aspirations for 
their sons than do parents of those who plan to farm." (15, p. 
266) The information provided by the boys in the Iowa study 
tended to confirm this statement quoted from Haller regarding 
the relationships of parental aspiration to the boy's occupa-
Table 39. Mothers' views of occupational plans for the boys 
Mothers Have 
Mothers Have Nonfarm Job Mothers Have Total 
Farming in Mind in Mind No Job in Mind Number 
No. % No. % No. % 
Farm 59 18 19 6 247 76 325 
Nonfarm 7 1 127 25 369 73 503 
Specified 6 1 105 24 320 74 431 
Unspecified 11 22 31 49 65 72 
No Thought 2 8 2 8 20 84 24 
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tional plan. 
The surprising result of the Iowa study was the large 
proportion of fathers and mothers who had not discussed the 
educational question with their sons. Over half of the boys 
in the farm plan group and over one-third of the boys in the 
nonfarm plan group (Ij2 percent of the total) said that their 
fathers had "never said much about education". (Table 40) A 
large group of boys, i]2 percent (136 boys), in the farm plan 
group compared with 21 percent (105 boys) in the nonfarm plan 
group said they had not discussed educational plans with their 
mother to any extent. (Table ip.) 
A significantly higher percentage of the fathers in the 
farm plan group felt the son should go to work right after 
high school, and a significantly smaller percentage thought 
that the boy should have additional training than did the fa­
thers of the nonfarm plan group. (Table ij.0) 
The same general relationship was found in the mothers' 
views on the boys' education. (Table ip.) However, it appeared 
that more mothers than fathers in both groups emphasized the 
boys' additional education. Fifteen percent more of the mo­
thers than fathers in the nonfarm plan group felt the boy 
should take additional training compared with ten percent more 
of the mothers than the fathers in the farm plan group. Ap­
parently the boys in both groups discussed the educational 
plans with their mothers more than with their fathers. 
Support for the hypothesis that the parents of the boys 
Table l\.0. Fathers' views on boys' education 
Farm 
Fathers' Viewsa No. % 
Nonfarm 
No. % 
No Thought 
No. % 
Occupation 
Ignored 
No. % 
Feels he should quit 
high school and go 
to work 
Feels he should plan 
to work right after 
high school 
Feels he should plan 
to take additional 
training 
Has never said much 
about it 
Leave it entirely up 
to the boy 
Total 
1.0 
47 14.4 
108 
166 
33.1 
50.9 
2  0 . 6  
326 100.0 
4 
31 
280 
178 
0 . 8  
6 . 3  
56.3 
35.8 
4 0.8 
497 100.0 
0 0.0 
3 12.5 
8 33.3 
13 54.2 
0 0.0 
24 100.0 
7 0.8 
81 9.6 
396 46.8 
357 42.1 
6 0.7 
847 100.0 
ax2=47.2654 - all five answers. 
Table l|.l. Mothers' views on boys' education 
Mothers' Views 
Farm 
No. 
Nonfarm 
No. % 
No Thought 
No. % 
Occupation 
Ignored 
No. % 
Feels he should quit 
school and go to work 0 
Feels he should go to 
work right after high 
school 
Feels he should take 
additional training 
Has never said much 
about it 
Get military service 
over with first 
Leave entirely up to 
boy 
Total 
0.0 
44 13.6 
141 43.6 
136 42.1 
1 0.3 
1  0 . 3  
323 100.0 
1 0.2 
31  6 .2  
358 71.7 
105 21.0 
3  0 . 7  
1 0.2 
499 100.0 
0 0.0 
5 20.8 
10 41.7 
9 37.5 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
24 100.0 
1 0.1 
80 9.4 
509 60.2 
250 29.6 
4 0.5 
2 0.2 
846 100.0 
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who are not planning to farm have higher educational aspira­
tions for them than do the parents of the boys who plan to 
farm was found in the answers to a question asking if the par­
ents would pay some of the boy's college education. Seventy-
eight percent of the nonfarm plan group said their parents 
would pay some of the education compared to only 72 percent of 
the farm plan group.* This is especially significant when rec­
ognizing that the parents of the farm plan group have a con­
siderably higher net worth than do the parents of the boys who 
are not planning to farm. 
The two groups were similar regarding the amount of col­
lege help they would expect from the parents. It appeared 
that a higher percentage of the boys in the farm plan group 
expected more than 75 percent of their education to be fin­
anced through parental assistance than did the nonfarm plan 
group. (Table 4-2) 
Family resources 
It is often assumed that the family's resources influence 
the occupational decisions of the members of the family in var­
ious ways. A high school senior boy from a farm family which 
possesses abundant financial resources is likely to look upon 
the family's resources as a contributing asset for the achieve­
ment of his occupational plans. Abundant family resources give 
the boy greater potential for receiving family assistance. 
*t=2.l4. 
Table 1(2. Amount of college help from parents, classified by occupational plan 
Less Than More Than Don't 
25% 25 to 50% 50 to 7% 75# Know Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Farm Plan 21+ 10.1 59 21+.9 1+3 18.1 65 27.5 1+6 19.1+ 237 71.8 
Nonfarm 
Plan 67 17.0 108 27.1+ 87 22.1 85 21.6 k7 11.9 391+ 77.9 
H in. 
o 
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It is often assumed that boys from families with abundant 
resources have more opportunity to enter the farm occupation. 
However, it could also be argued that the family with many re­
sources would be more financially able to send the boy to col­
lege or prepare him for a nonfarm job. Since the capital re­
quirements for entry into the farming occupation are rela­
tively high compared with most nonfarm jobs, it was hypothe­
sized that boys planning to farm had parents who possessed 
higher than average resources. 
Abundant resources would permit members of the family to 
employ conveniences that would eliminate many unpleasant farm 
chores. This could make the farm occupation more attractive 
to members of this family and influence boys to prefer farming 
over nonfarm jobs. Therefore, members of the family with 
abundant resources are often able to experience more of the 
nonmonetary benefits associated with farming since they have 
more of their income available for recreation and conveniences. 
Income and net worth 
Murray A. Strauss in a Washington study, compared resour­
ces of i+8 farm boys who planned to farm with 139 farm boys 
who indicated some preference for nonfarm jobs. The boys who 
planned to farm came from higher income homes. The mean fam­
ily income of homes for boys who expressed a farm preference 
was $7>500 compared with $1}.,350 for the families of boys who 
did not plan to farm. p. 259) 
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Assuming a high correlation between net worth and net in­
come, a similar relationship was observed in the Iowa study. 
The families of the farm plan group had significantly higher 
net worths than did the families of the nonfarm plan boys. 
Net worths were provided on the families of ?1|_6 boys by the 
local bankers. The boys who were planning to farm came from 
families that averaged over $L|.0,000 net worth as compared to 
the average net worth of $29,000 for the boys who planned non-
farm jobs. (Table 1+3) 
The greatest difference between the groups appears again 
between the farm plan and the nonfarm plan boys who were cer­
tain of their occupational plan. Those certain they were go­
ing to farm had parants averaging $50,000 net worth compared 
to $26,000 net worth average of the nonfarm parents. Since 
the farm plan group parents averaged nearly twice the net 
worth of the nonfarm plan boys' parents, this could be an im­
portant contributing factor to the boy's plan to farm. 
Having come from relatively higher income homes, the av­
erage boy in the farm plan group had the opportunity to enjoy 
more of the nonmonetary benefits from farming and associate 
them with this occupation. In addition, he probably looked 
upon the relatively high net worth of his parents as a means 
to entry into farming. The average boy in the nonfarm plan 
group might have planned a nonfarm job even though he preferred 
farming because he did not anticipate entry assistance from 
his parents. 
Table 43. Net worth of parents, classified by occupational plan 
Farm 
Nonfarm 
No Thought 
Occupation 
Ignored 
Certain 
No. Mean 
Fairly 
Certain 
Mo. Mean 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
i-io. Mean 
Very 
Uncertain 
uo. Mean 
l-.'o Certainty 
Information Ignored 
No. Mean Ho. Mean 
52 $49,567 105 $3d,87J 4v $33,688 lo $41,111 295 $40,195 
33 *25,985 235 $29,330 110 $30,136 29 $38,000 44 *21,90u 451 $29,085 
21 $35,595 
85 $40,412 420 $33,536 150 $31,083 47 $39,2o2 44 *21,591 
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Relationship to the degree of certainty was noticeable. 
With the farm plan group, lower net worths were associated 
with increasing uncertainty. The exception again was the very 
uncertain group. In the nonfarm plan group higher net worths 
were associated with increasing uncertainty. The average fam­
ily net worths tended to converge as the uncertainty of the 
two groups increased. This suggests a possibility that the 
higher family net worths increased the certainty of the boy's 
decision to farm, and low family net worth increased the cer­
tainty of a nonfarm decision. 
This finding is consistent with the hypotheses and the 
decision making framework presented in this study. If it is 
true that boys whose parents have high net worths also have 
higher monetary and nonmonetary income expectations from farm­
ing, a high percentage of these boys might have a farm oppor­
tunity line above their nonfarm opportunity line through at 
least part of the range. 
A high percentage of these boys would be expected to plan 
to farm. They had greater opportunity to achieve higher mone­
tary and, or nonmonetary returns in farming than the boys of 
parents with lower net worths. As the net worth of the family 
decreased the farm opportunity line of the boy who planned to 
farm would approach his nonfarm opportunity line, thereby 
lessening the degree of certainty of his occupational choice. 
Conversely, the boy who planned a nonfarm job and had 
parents of relatively high net worth would consider his mone­
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tary and nonmonetary expected earnings from a farm job rela­
tively close to his expected earnings from a nonfarm job. This 
would lessen his certainty about his chosen nonfarm occupation. 
However, as the family net worth decreased, the opportunity 
lines for the farm and the nonfarm job would tend to diverge, 
making his decision to follow a nonfarm occupation more cer­
tain. 
Information was also gathered regarding the size of the 
family farm operation. This information tended to support the 
findings from the examination of the family net worth position. 
Parents of the farm plan group owned an average of 168.2 
acres compared to the 123 acres owned by the average family of 
the nonfarm group. A similar difference is noticeable between 
the two groups in number of acres operated. (Table 41+) The 
families of the farm plan group operated significantly larger 
farms on the average than did the families of the nonfarm 
group. 
The greatest difference appeared between farm plan fam­
ilies and nonfarm plan families of the boys who were certain 
of their occupational plan. The relationship to the degree of 
certainty of occupational plan is apparent with the farm plan 
group. With the boys who are planning to farm there is a ten­
dency for increasing uncertainty to be associated with smaller 
farms. Reasons for this are similar to those explained in 
connection with the net worth relationship to certainty. When 
acres in harvested crops on the parents' farm are examined, 
Table 44* Acres operated by parents in 1958» classified by occupational plan 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 58 310.0 202 255.0 51 238.7 18 261.8 329 262.5 
Nonfarm 40 225.8 261 233.6 121 228.7 37 231.8 46 199.0 505 228.3 
No Thought 24 208.3 
Occupation 
Ignored 98 275.6 4-63 242.9 172 231.7 55 241.7 46 196.1 
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relationships can be observed which are similar to those al­
ready discussed. (Table 1+5) 
Availability of family resources 
The existence of high family net worth is not proof that 
family assistance wvuld be available to the boys. A question 
was asked to determine if any older brothers or sisters had 
received help. (Table 1+6) The hypothesis was that a greater 
proportion of the boys in the higher net worth family group 
would have older brothers and sisters who had received help 
than was true of the boys in the lower net worth group. Con­
sequently, due to higher net worths it was expected that more 
of the farm plan boys would have older brothers and sisters 
who had received help than was true of the nonfarm plan boys. 
However, there was no significant difference between the farm 
and the nonfarm plan group regarding the percentage of the 
boys having older brothers and sisters who received help. 
Sixty-two percent of the farm plan group compared to 60 per­
cent of the nonfarm plan group had older brothers and sisters. 
Considering only the boys who had older brothers and sisters, 
approximately 59 percent of both major occupational groups 
said their older brothers and sisters had received help from 
parents. 
Respondent's views on availability of family resources 
Some occupations such as farming require a large amount of 
capital for entry into the occupation in an adequate manner. 
Table 1+5» Acres in harvested crops on parent's farm (1958), classified by occupa­
tional plan 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 58 237.8 202 200.2 51 180.5 18 191+.0 329 203.4 
Nonfarm 1+0 170.8 261 171.3 121 172.2 37 173.3 1+6 11+3.0 505 168.9 
No Thought 21+ 179.2 
Occupation 
Ignored 98 210.1+ 1+63 183.9 172 171+.7 55 180.1 1+6 11+0.8 
Table 1+6. Older brothers or sisters receiving help from parents, classified by occu­
pational plan 
Yes No Don't Know Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. of occupa­
tional group 
Farm* 123 59.7 71 31+.5 12 5.8 206 62.4 
Nonfarmb l8l 59.3 111 36.4 13 4-3 305 60.3 
&n=206 boys having older brothers, 330 in total farm plan group. 
bn=305 • 
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Table 47• Respondents' views on availability of family re­
sources, classified by occupational plan 
Farm 
No. 
. Plan 
Mean 
or # 
Nonfarm Plan 
Mean 
No. or % 
Percent expecting opportunity 
to begin farming with father; 
Farm plan n=328, Nonfarm plan 
n=l+58 229 69.8# 222 48.5# 
Percent expecting help from 
parents to get started in 
farming; Farm plan n=329, 
Nonfarm plan n=506 236 71.7# 291+ 58.1# 
Percent expecting loan of 
money from parents 136 1+1.3# 189 37.3# 
Mean amount of expected loan 136 $1+300 189 $3820 
Percent expecting gifts of 
land, livestock, machinery, 
or money 222 67.4# 273 47.4# 
Mean amount of expected gifts 222 $1+730 273 $3305 
Percent expecting use of 
parents' land 86 26.1# 90 17.7# 
Mean value of "loaned" land 86 $33390 90 $30740 
Percent expecting help from 
parents to get started in non-
farm job or business6-; Farm 
plan n=330, Nonfarm plan n=506 139 1+2.1# 228 45.1# 
Percent expecting loan of 
money from parents 116 35.2# 191+ 38.3# 
Mean amount of expected loan 116 $2696 194 $261+1 
Percent expecting "gifts" 91 27.6# 142 28.0# 
Mean amount of expected gift 91 $850 142 $735 
aX2=. 74-20, not significant. 
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Plans to enter occupations with high capital requirements are 
probably based somewhat on the boy's estimated ability to ac­
quire the necessary capital. As high school senior boys have 
very little equity of their own as a rule, the immediate fam­
ily is probably the most likely source of available capital. 
A series of questions were asked to determine the boy's ex­
pected financial assistance from the immediate family. A 
clear cut difference between the farm plan and the nonfarm 
plan groups emerged with respect to their opinions regarding 
the availability of family resources for the boy's use. 
(Table 1+7 ) 
Over two-thirds of the total farm plan group expected an 
opportunity to begin farming with father, while less than half 
of the total nonfarm plan group expected this opportunity. 
Seventy-two percent of the total farm plan group compared to 
58 percent of the total nonfarm plan group expected help from 
their parents to get started in farming. A significantly 
higher percentage of all boys planning to farm expected loans 
from parents, gifts of land, livestock, machinery, or money 
and use of the parents' land. Not only did a higher percen­
tage of them expect this assistance, but the average amount of 
assistance for each boy expecting help was greater for the 
farm plan group than for the nonfarm plan group » 
A somewhat different situation was observed in the re­
sponses to the question asking about expected help from par­
ents to get started in a nonfarm job or business. In this 
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case, a higher percentage of all boys in the nonfarm plan 
group expected assistance from the parents than did the boys 
in the farm plan group. A higher percentage of nonfarm plan 
boys expected loans and gifts of money from parents to get 
started. Of those expecting loans the average amount of the 
expected loan was not significantly different and the average 
amount of the expected gift was slightly more for the farm 
plan group. 
From the responses given by the boys, it appeared they 
would expect much more help from their parents to get started 
in farming than to get started in a nonfarm job. This conclu­
sion is clearly supported when the expected gifts were con­
sidered. Over 67 percent of the farm plan group and more than 
1+7 percent of the nonfarm plan group expected gifts from their 
parents if they were to start farming. However, if these boys 
were to enter a nonfarm occupation, only 27 percent of the 
farm plan group and 28 percent of the nonfarm plan group ex­
pected gifts from their parents. 
Not only did a much smaller proportion of the boys expect 
gifts if they were to start a nonfarm job or business, but the 
average amount of the gift was considerably less. In getting 
started in farming, the farm plan group expected to receive an 
average of over $14-700 and the nonfarm plan group about $3300. 
However, if going to start in a nonfarm job, the average gifts 
expected by the farm plan group and the nonfarm plan group 
were only $8£o and $735, respectively. Less than half the 
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boys who would receive assistance in the form of gifts to 
start farming would expect gifts in starting a nonfarm job. 
The amount of the average gift expected in the nonfarm job 
was only about 20 percent of the level expected in farming. 
Whether the parents are consciously exerting this influ­
ence on the boys is not known. Nevertheless, there appears to 
be a rather potent parental influence through the expected 
financial assistance which would tend to encourage boys to 
enter farming rather than a nonfarm job. (Table I4.7) 
This information appears to be inconsistent with earlier 
information given by the boys indicating that 75 percent of 
both groups were not aware their father had any job in mind 
for them. The fact that the boys believed they could obtain 
more help from their parents to start farming than a nonfarm 
job indicates they believe the parents would like them to farm 
as an occupation. 
It is possible that the later information obtained about 
expected help is revealing more subtle influences exerted by 
the parents. In answer to the direct question about the par­
ent's preference of a job for them, the boys possibly could 
have been reporting any expressed or obvious statement by the 
parent in this regard. The later influences exhibited by 
willingness to offer financial help might never have been 
stated directly to the boy in connection with a particular oc­
cupational preference. 
The parental influence observed as a result of the ques­
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tion concerning financial assistance to start an occupation 
conformed more closely to the results of studies conducted in 
other states. (10, 18, 45) 
Since the parents' assets are largely tied up in the farm­
ing enterprise some bias toward greater assistance for the son 
in farming might be expected. This would be true if the boy 
were planning to farm in geographical proximity to the parent. 
Since many farms have machinery and labor that are underem­
ployed, assistance of this nature might be expected if the boy 
were to farm but would not be expected if he were to follow a 
nonfarm job. 
Nevertheless, it would be difficult to explain why the 
boys would expect more gifts or loans of money if they were to 
farm rather than take a nonfarm job, unless the parent's pref­
erence was in the direction of a farm occupation for the boy. 
Mobility and occupation of older brothers 
Earlier an hypothesis was expressed that values, prefer­
ences and attitudes of parents would influence the occupa­
tional plan of the boy. It was hypothesized in a similar 
manner that the occupation of the older brothers would tend to 
influence the boy toward the occupation of the older brother. 
This would be true if the older brother appeared satis­
fied in his particular occupation. Not only would the appar­
ent satisfaction of the older brother, but the tendency of the 
older brother to influence the younger brothers through con-
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versation and action would be expected to sway the younger 
brother toward the older brother's occupation. 
The boys in this study were all farm boys. Older bro­
thers in farming would be expected to add some information to 
the boy regarding the farm occupation; but not to a large ex­
tent, since a farm boy was previously familiar with the farm 
occupation. However, if older brothers were successfully em­
ployed in nonfarm jobs, this could greatly increase the infor­
mational level of the boy about nonfarm opportunities. Such 
information would be expected to increase the boy's interests 
in following a nonfarm occupation. 
If in some cases the occupation of the older brother was 
unsatisfactory to the older brother, some reverse influence 
could be expected. The hypothesis of this study was that 
older brothers tend to influence younger brothers toward the 
occupation of the older brother and the reverse influence was 
not substantial. 
The farm plan group averaged .73 older brothers in non-
farm jobs. The nonfarm plan group averaged .02 older brothers 
in nonfarm jobs. The boys included in this analysis were only 
those who had older brothers.* (Table i+8) The number of 
older brothers in nonfarm jobs was significantly greater for 
the nonfarm group than for the farm group. 
*The proportion of boys in both occupational groups hav­
ing older brothers was approximately 60 percent. 
Table 1|B. Number of older brothers having nonfarm jobs, classified by occupational 
plan 
Certain 
Fairly 
Certain 
Fairly 
Uncertain 
Very 
Uncertain 
No 
Information 
Certainty 
Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No.a Mean 
Farm 27 0.59 86 0.69 18 0.94 8 1.12 139 0.73 
Nonfarm 17 0.70 108 0.78 48 0.81 17 0.94 29 o 
o
 
i—i 219 0.82 
Occupation 
Ignored a 0.64 194 0.74 66 0.8] 25 1.00 28 1.04 
aThe number is based on the number of boys in the sample having older brothers. 
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The number of older brothers in nonfarm jobs appeared to 
be related to the degree of certainty with which farm boys 
view their occupational choice. Differences appear between 
each of the certainty groups. The highest average number of 
older brothers in nonfarm jobs occurred in the farm plan boys 
who were very uncertain of their occupational choice. (Table 
48) When the older brothers having farm jobs were considered, 
a reverse trend was noticed in the farm plan group. (Table 1+9) 
The higher the average number of older brothers having farm 
jobs, the greater the certainty of the boy's occupational de­
cision . 
This finding supports the hypothesis that older brothers 
tend to influence younger brothers toward the occupation of 
the older brother. If the nonfarm occupation of older bro­
thers did improve the information level of the younger bro­
thers about better nonfarm jobs which did, in fact, exist, it 
would be expected to lessen the certainty of their decisions 
to farm. More farm brothers who were satisfied with farming 
as an occupation would tend to increase their certainty re­
garding a farm plan. 
The farm plan group had significantly more older brothers 
in farming than did the nonfarm plan group. The higher the 
average number of older brothers in farm jobs, the greater the 
uncertainty of the nonfarm plan group in their occupational 
choice. 
A distinct relationship between the preference structure 
Table 1+9. Number of older brothers having farm jobs, classified by occupational 
plan 
Fairly Fairly Very No Certainty 
Certain Certain Uncertain Uncertain Information Ignored 
No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Farm 27 1.01+ 86 0.79 18 0.39 8 0.25 139 0.76 
Nonfarm 27 0.21+ 108 0.1+6 1|£ 0.56 17 0.76 29 0.39 219 0.1+7 
Occupation 
28 Ignored a 0.73 191+ 0.60 66 0.52 25 0.60 0.39 
H 
cr 
co 
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of the boys and the occupations of the older brothers was ob­
served. (Table $0) All boys were divided into three groups 
according to the value they placed on nonmonetary benefits re­
lated to farming. Those in the high group placed a high value 
on these nonmonetary benefits and those in the low group 
placed a low value on such nonmonetary farm benefits. (See Ap­
pendix C ) 
Those with a high value on nonmonetary farm benefits had 
a larger average number of older brothers in farm jobs than 
did those who place a low value on nonmonetary benefits relat­
ed to farming. The reverse is true when older brothers in 
nonfarm jobs are considered. The boys who place a low value 
on nonmonetary benefits related to farming had a significant­
ly higher average number of older brothers in nonfarm jobs 
than do those boys who place a high value on nonmonetary bene­
fits. 
This evidence points to a relationship between the occu­
pation of older brothers and the occupational plan of the boy. 
It does not indicate any causal relationship. It is possible 
that the older brother might be influencing the boy in his oc­
cupational decision. It is also possible that the same forces 
which influenced the older brothers to make their occupational 
choice are acting upon the younger brothers. 
Table $0. Number of older brothers in a farm job and in a nonfarm job, classified by 
the boy's value on nonmonetary farm benefits8-
Boy's value on nonmonetary farm benefits 
High Medium Low Total 
Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean Number Mean 
Older brothers with 
farm jobs 117 .68 116 .59 139 .i+7 372 .58 
Older brothers with 
nonfarm jobs 117 .68 116 .84 139 .85 372 .80 
aThe method of determining the boy's value on nonmonetary benefits is explained 
in Appendix G. 
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RELATIONSHIPS OF SELECTED FACTORS 
AFFECTING OCCUPATIONAL PLANS 
Material presented in preceding sections examined attri­
butes which distinguished the farm plan group from the nonfarm 
plan group. The objective was identification of the differen­
tiating attributes and a measurement of the extent of these 
differences. 
The preceding information clearly indicated that finan­
cial resources were obviously an important factor in the oc­
cupational plan as viewed by the boy. Fifty-five percent of 
the boys not planning to farm mentioned "too much capital re­
quired" as a reason for not farming. Forty-two percent of the 
boys planning to farm mentioned "capital investment" as an ob­
stacle to their entry into farming. 
Relative income expectations between farm and nonfarm jobs 
also appeared an important factor to the boy. Forty percent 
of the boys planning nonfarm occupations gave "poor income 
earning opportunities in farming" as their reason for not 
farming. 
The most common reason given by both the boys planning 
to farm and those planning a nonfarm occupation for their se­
lection of occupational plan was "I like it". This reason 
was given by approximately 30 percent of the boys in both 
groups. It appeared from the boys' own statements that many 
farm boys consider financial resources, income expectations, 
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and nonmonetary benefits as important influences in deciding 
upon an occupation. 
Examination of the data appeared to support the boys1 
statements concerning important influences. Major differences 
between the boys planning to farm and the boys planning a non-
farm occupation did appear when these same factors were ex­
amined. Assuming that the family net worth can be considered 
an asset to the boy, major financial resource differences be­
tween the farm plan and the nonfarm plan group were observed. 
The families of the boys planning to farm have an average net 
worth of $lj.0,195 compared with the average net worth of 
$29,228 for the families of the boys not planning to farm. 
Even greater differences were noticed when the boys who were 
certain of their farm plan, family net worth of $1{.9,567, were 
compared with the boys certain of a nonfarm plan, family net 
worth of $25,985. Other indications, such as opportunity to 
begin farming with father, expected gifts, loans and assist­
ance, supported the assumption that the family net worth is 
an asset of the boy. 
The boys planning to farm were considerably more optimis­
tic regarding earning opportunities of farming relative to a 
nonfarm job. The boys planning to farm on the average expected 
future income from farming to be approximately equal to the 
future income in a nonfarm job with a specified amount of la­
bor and capital. The boys planning a nonfarm job expected 
future income in farming to be approximately three-fourths 
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the expected income in a nonfarm job with given resources. 
The boys certain they were not planning to farm expected 
the 1965 net cash average income for three farm situations, 
each with a different resource combination, to be 58 percent 
of the amount expected by the boys certain they were planning 
to farm. 
When the boys were asked which occupation they would pre­
fer if the incomes in both the farm and the nonfarm job were 
$1|_,000, 51 percent of the boys chose farming, and ij.0 percent 
chose a nonfarm job. This suggests there were important dif­
ferences in nonmonetary preferences. 
Comparisons of the attributes of the farm plan group and 
the nonfarm plan group indicate striking differences with re­
spect to (1) financial resources, (2) relative income expecta­
tions, (3) preferences for nonmonetary benefits* 
Method of Analysis 
The purpose of the following section is to analyze the 
relationship of selected factors affecting the occupational 
plans of Iowa farm boys. Attention will be given to the re­
lationship of various levels of a selected factor to the re­
lative frequency with which boys select an occupation, While 
one selected factor is being examined, heterogeneity of the 
other important factors will be reduced by a cross-tabulation 
process. 
The selected factors, family net worth, relative income 
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expectations and preferences for nonmonetary benefits associ­
ated with farming are related to the analytical framework in 
the following manner. In the proposed model for occupational 
decision making, expected monetary returns and expected non­
monetary benefits determine the opportunity line for an occu­
pation. The opportunity lines for various occupations in con­
junction with the boy's preference structure will determine 
the occupational plan that will maximize the anticipated sat­
isfaction. It was recognized that both financial resources 
and personal ability of the boy, in addition to the informa­
tion possessed about occupations and occupational requirements, 
will determine the position of the boy's opportunity line. 
The reliability of this information about his resources and 
about occupations will have a significant bearing upon the 
probability of realization of the plan. 
Within this framework of the proposed model, the three 
factors, financial resources, relative income expectation and 
preference at equal income for nonmonetary benefits associated 
with farming, were cross-tabulated for more careful examina­
tion. Frequency distributions of each of the three factors 
were established and divided into high, medium, and low 
groups, with approximately equal numbers. (See Appendix C.) 
The family net worth as supplied by the local bankers was 
used as an indicator of financial resources. 
A ratio of relative earnings was used to establish the 
frequency distribution for the relative income expectation. 
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The ratio was determined from the question, "Suppose you have 
$15,000 in the bank and you were considering how you could be 
using this money with your own working time to best advantage 
in the future. (a) How much net income per year do you think 
your labor and capital would earn in the year 1965 if you were 
farming then? (b) How much net income do you think you would 
earn in the year 1965 if you worked at the highest paying non-
farm job you could get and put this capital in your best pay­
ing nonfarm investment?" The ratio of part (a) over part (b) 
indicated the relation of expected earnings in farming to ex­
pected earnings in a nonfarm job. A high ratio indicated high 
expected earnings in farming relative to a nonfarm job and was 
the characteristic of the "high" group in the cross-tabulation. 
The measure of relative preferences for nonmonetary bene­
fits associated with farming was based on information provided 
by the question on job preferences at equal income. (Appendix 
A) The boys preferring farming at $4,000 per year who would 
still farm if they could get $6,500 in a nonfarm job were 
placed at the top of the array. At the bottom of the array 
were the boys who preferred a nonfarm job at $4,000 a year 
even if they could obtain $6,500 per year in farming. 
The cross-tabulation procedure was used to reduce heter­
ogeneity for two of the factors while the third was examined. 
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Occupational Plans When Selected Forces 
Work in the Same Direction 
It was hypothesized in this study that a high preference 
for the nonmonetary benefits associated with farming, high 
family net worth, and high relative farm income expectations 
would tend to cause a boy to plan to enter farming. Con­
versely, low preference for nonmonetary benefits associated 
with farming, low family net worth and low relative farm in­
come expectations would tend to cause a boy to plan for a non-
farm occupation. 
When heterogeneity was reduced for two of these factors 
and the high, medium and low groups were considered for the 
third factor, it would be expected that a high percentage of 
the high group would plan to farm, a lower percentage of the 
medium group and a still lower percentage of the low group 
would plan to farm. Data from the study supported this hypo­
thesis. (Tables 5l, 52, and 53) 
High preference for farm nonmonetary benefits, high family net 
worth 
When the boys who had a high preference for farming and 
a high family net worth were classified according to the level 
of the farm income expectations, (Table 5l), approximately 94 
percent of the high farm income expectations group planned to 
farm compared with 85 percent of the group who had medium farm 
income expectations, and 75 percent of the group who expected 
Table $1. Relative income expectations, classified by preference for farming and 
family net worth 
High Relative 
Farm Income 
Expectations 
No. % 
Medium Relative 
Farm Income 
Expectations 
No. # 
Low Relative 
Farm Income 
Expectations 
No. % 
Total 
No. % 
High preference for 
nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farm­
ing; High family net 
worth 
Farm Plan a 93.6 35 85.4 18 75.0 97 86.6 
Nonfarm Plan 3 6.4 6 14.6 6 25.0 15 13.4 
Total 47 100.0 41 100.0 24 100.0 112 100.0 
Low preference for 
nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farm­
ing; Low family net 
worth 
Farm Plan 1 5.8 1 2.8 1 3.5 3 3.7 
Nonfarm Plan 16 94.2 35 97.2 27 96.5 78 96.3 
Total 17 100.0 36 100.0 28 100.0 81 100.0 
Table 52. Family net worth, classified by preference for farming and relative income 
expectations 
High Medium Low 
Family Family Family 
Net Worth Net Worth Net Worth Total 
No. % No. % No. % o 
S
 
i 
High preference for nonmone­
tary benefits associated with 
farming; Relatively high farm 
income expectations 
Farm Plan a 93 .6 28 87 • 5 15 75.0 87 87, .9 
Nonfarm Plan 3 6 k 12 .5 5 25.0 12 12. ,1 
Total kl 
o
 
o
 
i —i 
.0 32 100 .0 20 100.0 99 
o
 
o
 
i—i 
.0 
Low preference for nonmone­
tary benefits associated with 
farming; Relatively low farm 
income expectations 
Farm Plan 1 3-.1 1 3, .2 1 3. 6 3 3. 3 
Nonfarm Plan 31 96, .9 30 96. 8 27 96. k 88 96. • 7 
Total 32 H
 
O
 
O
 
.0 31 H
 
O
 
O
 
.0 28 100. 0 91 
o
 
o
 
i—i 
,0 
Table 53• Preference for nonmonetary benefits associated with farming, classified 
by family net worth and relative income expectation 
High Farm Medium Farm Low Farm 
Preference Preference Preference Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Family net worth high; Rel­
atively high farm income 
expectations 
Farm Plan 44 93.6 9 40.9 3 14.3 56 62.2 
Nonfarm Plan 3 6.4 13 59.1 18 85.7 34 37.8 
Total 47 100.0 22 100.0 21 100.0 90 100.0 
Family net worth low; Rela­
tively low farm income ex­
pectations 
Farm Plan 15 68.2 5 19.2 1 3.6 21 27.6 
Nonfarm Plan 7 31.8 21 8o.8 27 96.4 55 72.4 
Total 22 100.0 26 100.0 28 100.0 76 100.0 
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low farm incomes relative to nonfarm incomes. Since this 
group consisted of boys with a high preference for farming and 
high family net worth, it was not surprising that nearly 87 
percent of the entire group planned to farm. 
Low preference for farm nonmonetary benefits, low family net 
worth 
When the boys who have low preference for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming and low family net worth, 
(Table 51), were considered, very few of the boys in the group 
planned to farm while 96 percent of the entire group planned 
nonfarm jobs. 
High preference for farm nonmonetary benefits, high relative 
farm income expectations 
When the boys with high preference for nonmonetary bene­
fits associated with farming and high relative farm income ex­
pectations (Table 52) were classified by net worth, the re­
sults were very similar to that of the previous case where 
classification was by relative income expectations. Differ­
ences among the groups with high family net worth, medium fam­
ily net worth, a^d low family net worth were apparently signi­
ficant. This supports the hypothesis that family net worth is 
an important factor influencing the occupational plans of farm 
boys. 
It is also apparent from Table 5l that relative farm in­
come expectations play a substantial role in influencing the 
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occupational plans of farm boys. 
Importance of preferences associated with nonmonetary benefits 
Preference for nonmonetary benefits associated with farm­
ing, however, appeared to be the most important factor affect­
ing the occupational plans of farm boys. When the group char­
acterized by high family net worth and high relative farm in­
come expectations was classified by level of preference for 
nonmonetary benefits associated with farming, the respondents 
were sharply differentiated along the lines of their occupa­
tional plans. (Table 53) Ninety-four percent of the boys in 
the group having a high preference for nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farming planned to farm. Only 41 percent of 
the boys having medium farm nonmonetary preference planned to 
farm and only llj. percent of the group having a low farm non­
monetary preference planned to farm. Over the range of varia­
tion experienced in this study, the percentage variation re­
sulting from classifying preferences was greater than with 
other factors, suggesting its relatively greater importance. 
The drop from 94 percent planning to farm in the high 
farm nonmonetary preference group to llj, percent in the low 
group was a much greater percentage drop than appeared in the 
cross-tabulations of family net worth or income expectations 
where the drop was from approximately 94 percent planning to 
farm in the high group to 75 percent planning to farm in the 
low group. 
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The two groups having a low preference for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming and a low family net worth 
(Table 51) and low preference for nonmonetary benefits asso­
ciated with farming and low relative farm income expectations 
(Table 52) supplied little information because they contained 
relatively few boys who planned to farm. The limited data for 
these groups, however, did not contradict the information of­
fered by the groups characterized as having a high level of 
these same characteristics. 
Data for the group having a low family net worth and low 
relative farm income expectations (Table 53), however, did 
support the hypothesis. In spite of the low family net worth 
and the low farm income expectations, 68 percent of the group 
having a high preference for nonmonetary benefits associated 
with farming plan to farm compared to only four percent of the 
low group. This suggests that preferences for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming may have more influence on 
occupational plans than does family net worth or relative in­
come expectations within the range of variation experienced. 
When groups were characterized by having two of the major 
forces working in the same direction, relationships consistent 
with hypothesized expectations follow. The percentages of 
boys planning to farm in each of the subgroups (high, medium, 
low) decrease in a consistent manner, whereas the percentages 
of boys planning a nonfarm job increase in a consistent manner. 
These relationships supported the hypothesis that preferences 
183 
for nonmonetary benefits associated with farming, family net 
worth, and relative income expectations, are all major factors 
influencing the occupational plans of farm boys. 
Occupational Plans When Selected Forces 
Work in Opposite Directions 
High preference for farm nonmonetary benefits, low relative 
farm income expectation 
The consistent relationships observed in the previous sec­
tion did not appear when groups were constructed to character­
ize major forces working in opposite directions. The group 
described by high preference for the nonmonetary benefits asso­
ciated with farming and low relative farm income expectations, 
displayed an inconsistency. 
An association of the high preference for nonmonetary ben­
efits related to farming with a high percentage of the boys 
planning to farm would be expected. A low relative farm income 
expectation has an expected association with a low percentage 
of the boys planning a farm occupation. Therefore, when the 
family net worth was divided into high, medium and low groups, 
the relationship between the high, medium and low groups should 
be the same as that expressed in Table 52, but lower percent­
ages of the boys planning to farm in the group characterized 
by low relative farm income expectations (Table 54) would be 
expected than in the group characterized as having high rela­
tive farm income expectations. 
Table 54* Cross tabulation when selected forces work in opposite directions 
Family Net Worth 
High Medium Low Total 
No. : i No. % No. % No. % 
High preference for nonmone­
tary benefits associated with 
farming; Low relative farm 
income expectations 
Farm Plan 
Nonfarm Plan 
18 75 
6 25 
.0 
.0 
11 45.8 
13 54-2 
15 68.2 
7 31.8 
44 62.9 
26 37.1 
Total 2k 100 .0 24 100.0 22 100.0 70 100.0 
Relative Farm Income Expectations 
High Medium Low Total 
No. ; i No. % No. % No. % 
High preference for nonmone­
tary benefits associated with 
farming; Low family net worth 
Farm Plan 
Nonfarm Plan 
15 75 
5 25 
.0 
.0 
14 87.5 
2 12.5 
15 68.2 
7 31.8 
44 74.6 
15 25.4 
Total 20 100 .0 16 100.0 22 100.0 59 100.0 
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An inconsistency appears because the relationships as 
expressed in Table 52 and Table 54 are not the same. In the 
low relative farm income expectations group, 75 percent of the 
boys in the "high" family net worth group planned to farm. 
This percentage drops to 46 for the boys in the "medium" fam­
ily net worth group. According to the hypothesis presented 
and the relationships explained previously a further drop in 
percentage would be expected for the group described as hav­
ing a "low" family net worth. Contrary to expectations the 
percentage of boys planning to farm in this group rises to 68 
percent. (Table 54) 
Sixty-three percent of the boys in the entire group 
planned to farm which was considerably lower than the 88 per­
cent in the entire group which had high relative farm income 
expectations. The lower percentage of the boys planning to 
farm in the entire group having low relative farm income ex­
pectations tended to support the hypothesis, but the relation­
ships between the "high", "medium" and "low" family net worth 
groups were not consistent with the hypothesis. 
High preference for farm nonmonetary benefits, low family net 
worth 
A similar inconsistency was noticed in other groups where 
major forces tend to work in opposite directions. In the 
group described as having a high preference for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming and a low family net worth 
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(Table 54)> an inconsistency was found similar to the one de­
scribed above. In the entire group having a low family net 
worth, 75 percent of the boys planned to farm which was signi­
ficantly lower than the 87 percent in the entire group de­
scribed as having a high family net worth, other factors being 
the same. (Table 51) The lower percentage of the boys planning 
to farm again was consistent with the hypothesis, but the 
relationship between the groups subdivided according to farm 
income expectations (Table 54) was not consistent with the hy­
pothesis. The medium group was observed to have the highest 
percentage of boys planning to farm. If consistent with the 
hypothesis of the study, the high group would have the high­
est percentage of the boys planning to farm. 
High relative farm income expectations, low family net worth 
The inconsistencies did not appear in the two groups de­
scribed as having high relative farm income expectations and 
low family net worth or low relative farm income expectations 
and high family net worth. (Table 55) Although major forces 
were working in opposite directions, there were no inconsist­
encies between the groups subdivided by "high", "medium" and 
"low" preference for the nonmonetary benefits associated with 
farming. The percentages were consistent and tended to support 
the hypothesis. 
One possible explanation for the inconsistencies which 
appeared in Table 54 is the existence of a fourth major factor 
Table 55- Cross tabulation when selected forces work in opposite directions 
Preference for Farming 
High Medium Low Total 
Wo. % No. % No. % No. % 
High relative farm income 
expectations; Low family 
net worth 
Farm Plan 15 75.0 7 29. 2 l 5.9 23 37, .7 
Nonfarm Plan 5 25.0 17 70, ,8 16 94.1 38 62, .3 
Total 20 100.0 24 H
 
O
 
O
 
.0 17 100.0 61 100. ,0 
Low relative farm income 
expectations; High family 
net worth 
Farm Plan 18 75.0 9 47.4 1 3.1 28 37.3 
Nonfarm Plan 6 25.0 10 52.6 31 96.9 47 62.7 
Total 24 100.0 19 100.0 32 100.0 75 100.0 
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which was not considered. This fourth factor showed its in­
fluence when family net worth and high preference for nonmon­
etary benefits associated with farming were forces working in 
opposite directions. • However, it did not appear in Table 55 
because the influence of the preference for nonmonetary factors 
associated with farming was great enough to divide the group 
by wide percentages. The fourth variable's influence might 
have been present but did not show. 
It is also possible that the selected questions for es­
tablishing frequency distributions are not sufficiently in­
clusive. For example, family net worth is used as the measure­
ment of the potential resources of the boy. This does not 
consider the boy's own resources nor his evaluation of his 
personal abilities apart from financial resources. A possible 
explanation for the inconsistencies could be given by the in­
fluence on the occupational plan of the boy's evaluation of 
his own personal abilities. 
The one group described as having a high preference for 
nonmonetary benefits associated with farming and low relative 
farm income expectations was a group in which the largest in­
consistencies were observed. This cell was selected for ex­
amination regarding the boy's personal abilities. (Table 56) 
It was observed from Table 54 that the group possessing 
medium family net worth appeared to have lower percentages of 
boys planning to farm than would be expected from the hypo­
thesis of the study. It was also noticed that the boys in the 
Table 56. Relation of selected factors to family net worth 
Family Net Worth 
High Medium Low 
No. Score No. Score No. Score 
High preference for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming; 
Low relative farm income expecta­
tions 
Boy's Abilities 
I. Q. Score 24 106.5 24 109.1 24 101.7 
Grade Point 24 2.20 24 2.34 24 2.22 
Achievement Test 22 52.5 22 67.3 22 54.6 
No. % No. % No. % 
Family influence 
Fathers have farming in 
mind for boy 7 25.0 1 0i+.2 5 22.7 
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group characterized as having a medium family net worth tended 
to have higher I. Q.'s, higher grade point, and a significant­
ly higher scholastic achievement test score than do the other 
boys in either the high or the low family net worth groups. 
Prior information in this study showed that boys planning 
nonfarm occupations tended to be differentiated from boys 
planning to farm by having higher I. Q., higher grade point, 
and higher achievement tests. Therefore, the greater scholas­
tic ability displayed by the group in the medium family net 
worth classification would be expected to cause a higher per­
centage of nonfarm plans than would otherwise be anticipated. 
This tends to suggest that the resource represented by the 
boys' personal abilities could be a factor causing the incon­
sistencies. 
Outside influence such as the parents might exert upon 
the boy could be another explanation. In order to check this 
possibility, the same group was examined relative to the 
father's occupational plan for the boy. (Table 5&) It was 
observed that approximately 25 percent of the fathers in both 
the high and the low net worth groups had farming in mind for 
their boys. Only four percent of the fathers in the medium 
net worth group had farming in mind for the boy. Therefore, 
the possibility of the father's influence on the occupational 
plan offers another explanation for the inconsistencies. The 
possibility of a combination of such possible influences that 
have not been considered in the cross-tabulation of the three 
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selected forces does offer an explanation for inconsist­
encies that might exist. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF NONMONETARY BENEFITS 
ASSOCIATED WITH PREFERENCE FOR FARMING 
Examination of the cross-tabulationa in the previous 
section gave evidence that preferences for nonmonetary bene­
fits associated with farming are one of the more important 
forces influencing the occupational decision of farm boys with 
the range of variation experienced. Nonmonetary benefits as­
sociated with farming is an extremely broad and general class­
ification . In order to isolate some of the possible nonmone­
tary benefits important to farm boys, job and community char­
acteristics were examined in an attempt to determine which of 
these characteristics tend to separate the high, medium, and 
low groups with respect to preference for nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farming. 
Job Characteristics Related to Nonmonetary Benefits 
Examination of the more basic job characteristics (Table 
57) indicated some important differences. A significant dif­
ference appeared between the groups with respect to "freedom 
to be one's own boss". The group having a high preference for 
the nonmonetary benefits associated with farming tended to 
rank this attribute significantly higher than other job pref­
erence characteristics. There also appeared to be a signi­
ficant difference between the groups in the ranking of oppor­
tunity for advancement with the high preference group tending 
to rank opportunity for advancement lower than the medium or 
Table 57• Job characteristics classified by level of preference for nonmonetary ben­
efits associated with farming 
Job Characteristic 
Level of Preference for Nonmonetary Benefits 
Associated with Farming 
High Medium Low Total 
No. Meana No. Mean No. Mean No. Mean 
Security of holding 
a job 292 2.35 
Steadiness of in­
come from year to 
year 292 1.37 
Amount of money 
earned in a ten year 
period 292 0.95 
Opportunity for ad­
vancement 292 2.80 
Freedom to be own 
boss 292 2.53 
257 2.28 
257 1.48 
257 1.08 
257 3.06 
257 2.10 
311 2.32 
311 1.57 
311 1.05 
311 3.17 
311 1.87 
860 2.32 
860 1.47 
860 1.03 
860 3.01 
860 2.16 
aThe mean refers to the mean number of times chosen over another factor in 
paired combinations. The maximum possible is 4*0. 
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the low preference group. Steadiness of income from year to 
year seemed to increase in importance as the level of prefer­
ence for nonmonetary benefits associated with farming increas­
ed. 
This suggests that one of the nonmonetary benefits asso­
ciated with farming that farm boys consider important is 
freedom to be your own boss. Apparently the boys who have low 
preference for nonmonetary benefits associated with farming 
place a higher value on opportunity for advancement and stead­
iness of income from year to year. 
Examination of more specific job characteristics (Table 
58) indicated many significant differences between the groups. 
The only job characteristics which showed no significant dif­
ference between level of preference groups was the factor re­
lating to responsibilities of the job. This characteristic 
did not show a difference between groups, probably because the 
importance of the responsibilities relating to farming and 
many nonfarm jobs have very little difference in fact. 
The significance of the difference between the preference 
groups was questionable regarding the job characteristic, "de­
veloping relationships with people". Although a higher per­
centage of the low preference group preferred a job which re­
quired developing relationships with people, the difference 
between the low preference group and the high preference group 
was not as great as with the other job characteristics. Ap­
parently, the boys who have a high preference for the nonmon-
Table 58. Job characteristics classified by level of preference for nonmonetary ben­
efits associated with farming 
Level of Preference for Nonmonetary Benefits 
Job Characteristic Associated with Farming 
High Medium Low Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Work out of doors 283 96.9 233 90.7 220 71.0 736 85.7 
Work indoors 9 3.1 24 9.3 90 29.0 123 14.3 
Work in present town 239 81.8 190 74-2 168 54-7 597 69.8 
Work away from pre­
sent town 53 18.2 66 25.8 139 45.3 258 30.2 
Live in city 11 3.8 20 7.8 80 25.8 111 12.9 
Live in country 282 96.2 236 92.2 230 74.2 748 87.1 
Little contact with 
people lOlj. 35.7 62 24.3 57 18.4 223 26.1 
A lot of contact 
with people 187 64-3 193 75.7 253 81.6 633 73.9 
Important responsi­
bilities 192 66.4 129 50.4 196 63.2 517 60.5 
Few responsibilities 97 33.6 127 49.6 114 36.8 338 39.5 
Work in small organ­
ization 185 63.6 130 50.8 97 31.4 412 48.1 
Table $8. Continued 
Level of Preference for Nonmonetary Benefits 
Job Characteristic Associated with Farming 
High Medium Low Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Work in large organ-
ization 106 36. • k 126 
Physical work 263 91. 1 205 
Little physical work 26 8. 9 50 
Use of machines and 
tools 261 89.7 218 
Little use of ma­
chines and tools 30 10.3 39 
Developing relation­
ships with people 186 63.9 l8l 
Few relationships 
with people 105 36.1 75 
49.2 212 68.6 W4 51.9 
80.1+ 197 63.5 667 77.9 
19.6 113 36.5 189 22.1 
8I4..8 192 61.7 671 78.1 
15.2 119 38.3 188 21.9 
70.7 226 73.1 593 69.3 
29.3 83 26.9 263 30.7 
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etary benefits associated with farming also have a higher pre­
ference for work out of doors, work in the present town, liv­
ing in the country, little contact with people, work in a 
small organization, physical work, use of machines and tools, 
and fewer relationships with people. 
It was hypothesized at the beginning of this study that 
the job characteristics mentioned above would be associated 
with the preference patterns of individuals that preferred 
farming. This hypothesis was supported by the evidence in 
Table 59. Out of nine possible answers corresponding with the 
preference pattern expected of farm people, 9it- percent of the 
boys in the group having a high preference for the nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming indicated preference for five 
or more of these expected characteristics. The percentage of 
the boys preferring five or more of the expected job charac­
teristics decreased in the medium preference group and also in 
the low preference group. 
The characteristics selected to describe a community did 
not yield as many significant differences between the prefer­
ence groups as did the job characteristics. (Table 60) The 
only community characteristics which appeared to be signifi­
cantly different were those relating to distance from rela­
tives and distance from neighbors. 
More of the boys in the high preference group for non­
monetary benefits associated with farming thought that living 
in a community which was a short distance from relatives and 
Table 59. Number of answers corresponding to the expected answers associated with 
preference for farming 
Level of Preference for Nonmonetary Benefits 
Associated with Farming 
High Medium Low Total 
Average 
Average number of 
answers according to 
pattern 6.6 
No. 
Percentage of answers 
below five 18 6.2 
Percentage of answers 
five and above 274 93.8 
Average 
5-7 
No. % 
42 16.3 
215 83.7 
Average 
4» 6 
No. % 
142 45.7 
169 54-3 
Average 
5.6 
No. % 
202 23.5 
658 76.5 
Table 60. Community characteristics classified by level of preference for nonmone­
tary benefits associated with farming 
Level of preference for nonmonetary benefits 
Community Characteristic associated with farming 
High Medium Low Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Short distance 
from relatives 
Important 
Not Important 
181 
110 
62.2 
37.8 
137 
120 
53.3 
46.7 iH 40.3 59.7 is 51.6 48.4 
Many entertain­
ment and recre­
ational facil­
ities 
Important 
Not Important 
209 
82 
71.8 
28.2 
195 
62 
75.9 
24.1 
243 
67 
78.4 
21.6 
647 
211 
75-4 
24.6 
Adequate school 
facilities here 
Important 
Not Important 
280 
12 
95.9 
4.1 
244 
12 
95.3 
4.7 
289 
20 
93.5 
6.5 
813 
44 
94.9 
5.1 
Pleasant cli­
mate 
Important 
Not Important 
264 
26 
91.0 
9.0 
234 
21 
91.8 
8.2 
281 
25 
91.8 
8.2 
779 
72 
9s:l 
Short distance 
from friends 
Important 
Not Important 
229 
61 
79.0 
21.0 
215 
41 
84.O 
16.0 
249 
60 
80.6 
19.4 
693 
162 
81.0 
19.0 
Adequate church 
facilities 
Important 
Not Important 
275 
12 
95.8 
4-2 
247 
10 
96.1 
3.9 
302 
7 
97.7 
2.3 
824 
29 
96.6 
3-4 
Adequate shop­
ping facilities 
Important 
Not Important 
272 
20 
93.2 
6.8 
242 
15 
94.2 
5.8 
292 
18 
94.2 
5.8 
806 
53 
93.8 
6.2 
Adequate trans­
portation fa­
cilities 
Important 
Not Important 
268 
20 
93.0 
7.0 
234 
23 
91.1 
8.9 
288 
19 
93.8 
6.2 
790 
62 
92.7 
7.3 
Table 60. Continued 
Level of preference for nonmonetary benefits 
Community Characteristic associated with farming 
High Medium Low Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
No traffic con­
gestion 
Adequate hous­
ing facilities 
Quiet neigh­
borhood 
Adequate medi­
cal facilities 
Considerable 
distance from 
neighbors 
Important 
Not Important 
Important 
Not Important 
Important 
Not Important 
Important 
Not Important 
Important 
Not Important 
214 73.8 178 69.8 223 72.6 615 72.2 
76 26.2 77 30.2 84 27.4 237 27.8 
279 96.2 243 96.4 301 99.0 823 97.3 
11 3.8 9 3.6 3 1.0 23 2.7 
209 72.3 193 76.9 244 79.5 646 76.2 
80 27-7 58 23.1 63 20.5 201 23.8 
284 97.6 248 98.0 303 98.4 835 98.0 
7 2.4 5 2.0 5 1.6 17 2.0 
119 41.5 89 35.0 100 32.4 308 36.2 
168 58.5 165 65.0 209 67.6 542 63.8 
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a considerable distance from neighbors was important. Other 
factors relating to communities did not appear to be signifi­
cantly different. 
External Influences Affecting Nonmonetary Benefits 
A lower percentage of the boys' parents in the group hav­
ing a high preference for nonmonetary benefits associated with 
farming wanted the boys to take additional training beyond 
high school. The percentage of parents wanting their sons to 
take additional training increased as the preference for non­
monetary benefits associated with farming decreased: (Table 
61) 
There is a possible explanation for this relationship if 
the parents1 preferences for the nonmonetary benefits associ­
ated with farming were similar to the preferences of the boy. 
Table 6l. Parents' views classified by respondents' levels of 
preference for nonmonetary benefits associated with 
farming 
Level of preference for nonmonetary 
benefits associated with farming 
Parents' Views High Medium Low Total 
Fathers want boy to 
take additional 
training 37.7# 44-6# 57.0# 46.8# 
Mothers want boy to 
take additional 
training 49.7# 55-3# 74.1# 60.2# 
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It is reasonable to expect that a higher percentage of the 
parents with a low preference for the nonmonetary benefits 
associated with farming would tend to encourage their boys to 
take additional training and equip themselves for nonfarm 
jobs. If this is true, a relationship might be expected be­
tween the parent's level of preference, the boy's level of pref­
erence and the parent's opinion regarding the boy's addition­
al training. 
Questions Needing Additional Study 
The information presented in this dissertation tends to 
support many of the hypotheses proposed at the beginning of 
the study. Some of the information is consistent with the 
findings presented by others. Some of the information is new 
and should contribute to knowledge of occupational decision 
making. In general, the study yields information about Iowa 
farm boys which should prove valuable in shaping educational 
policies and farm policies relating to resource mobility. 
Additional studies are needed to shed light on questions 
related to the subject of this thesis before the information 
presented herein can offer its fullest potential. 
The question of farm opportunities 
Approximately 6,848 Iowa farm boys entered the labor mar­
ket in 1959.* Many groups and individuals are interested in 
*The number, 6,848, was determined as a result of the in-
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knowing how many farm boys will have an opportunity to farm. 
The terra "opportunity" can have varying interpretations. 
Anyone entering the business of farming might have an 
"opportunity" regardless of the conditions under which the 
entry is made. "Opportunities" interpreted in this way would 
attempt to determine the number of boys entering farming with­
out regard to the quality of the opportunity. 
For example, I4.6 percent of the Iowa boys who planned to 
farm as a career indicated their entry into farming would be 
by sharing the income of the home farm with their father. 
However, several of these home farms might not support two 
families at income levels considered satisfactory and event­
ually the boy might be forced to secure a nonfarm job, or an­
other farm. In addition, other boys planning to farm un-
formation obtained in this study. All of the high schools in 
Iowa were contacted for purposes of sample selection. Five 
thousand, eight hundred seventy-seven boys were reported by 
superintendents and principals as enrolled in the senior class. 
Since the high schools in the 13 cities over 25»000 were 
omitted in the study, an adjustment of 300 boys was added to 
the base figure. The adjustment of 300 was determined by 
raising the average number of farm boys in the counties where 
the 13 cities were located to the average number of farm boys 
for all counties in the state. The adjustment of 300 made a 
total of 6,177 farm boys in Iowa. When the questionnaires 
were obtained, seven percent of them were discarded because 
the respondents did not: (1) live as a member of the operator 
household; or (2) live on a farm of at least 25 crop acres. 
Discarding seven percent of the total number, (6,177)» would 
reduce the total number of 5,766. A recent Iowa study report­
ed that schools have 15.8 percent dropout. (57B, p.9) There­
fore, adding dropouts to the total number establishes 6,81|£ 
Iowa farm boys reaching the age at which they would graduate 
from high school in 1959. 
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doubtedly might obtain a unit too small to give them the in­
come they consider satisfactory. 
It is generally agreed that many new entrants into farm­
ing do not realize their expectations and, after some period 
of experience, change to nonfarm jobs. This interpretation 
of the term "opportunity" has a serious limitation in that it 
fails to recognize the nature of opportunity. 
An alternative way of viewing "opportunity" to farm con­
siders the boy's opinion of an opportunity. This is a predic­
tive method. By determining the type of farming unit poten­
tial entrants consider satisfactory, and comparing these with 
the number of units available which meet these specifications, 
the number of opportunities could be computed. 
In the Iowa study the boys planning to farm indicated the 
size of farm they would consider satisfactory. (Table 62) In 
addition, they indicated the income they would consider satis­
factory in farming at the age of 20. (Table 63) By comparing 
the information given by the respondents with the number of 
farms becoming available in each size classification or each 
income classification, it would be possible to compute the 
number of boys who could find farming opportunities that would 
meet their own specifications. 
Information regarding number of farms becoming available 
in each size or income classification cannot be readily ob­
tained. 
A third method of computing farming "opportunities" in-
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Table 62. Size of rented farm believed necessary for a satis­
factory income 
Crop Acres Number Percent 
Accumulated 
Percent 
Under 80 1 .30 • 30 
80 to 119 9 2.74 3.03 
120 to 159 17 5.17 8.20 
160 to 199 97 29.48 37.68 
200 to 239 65 19.76 57.44 
240 to 279 63 19.15 76.59 
280 to 319 23 6.99 83.58 
320 to 359 27 8.21 91.79 
360 and over 27 8.21 100.0 
Total 329 100.00 
volves defining opportunity in terms of a selected standard. 
This can be considered a normative method. It is possible to 
select different norms for this purpose, such asî comparable 
incomes for comparable resources; a structurally sound farming 
industry; a desirable rate of change, and so forth. 
For example, by assuming that all "satisfactory" replace­
ment opportunities would fall in economic class 1, 2, or 3 
farms in the United States, Shoemaker computed that ten to 15 
percent of the farm boys of the United States would have farm­
ing opportunities. (43# p. 4) Other studies have assumed a 
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Table 63. Satisfactory income in farming at age 20 for boys 
who plan to farm 
Income Number Percent 
Accumulated 
Percent 
To $1000 26 8.0 8.0 
$1001 to $2000 50 15.3 23.3 
$2001 to $3000 47 14.4 37-7 
$3001 to $4000 56 17.2 54-9 
$#01 to $5000 57 17.5 72.4 
$5001 to $6000 22 6.7 79.1 
$6001 to $7000 6 1.8 80.9 
$7001 to $8000 14 4-3 85.2 
$8001 to $9000 5 1.6 86.8 
$9001 to $10,000 24 7-4 94-2 
Over $10,000 19 5-8 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 
standard for an "opportunity" and proceeded to suggest the 
number of opportunities available. Possible assumptions for 
this purpose are: (1) assuming that an opportunity must be a 
class 2 farm or its equivalent; (2) assuming an opportunity is 
a type of farm that would provide income earning opportunities 
comparable to the same resources used in a nonfarm job. 
Regardless of the standard used, many difficulties arise. 
This is not a predictive process because it is necessary to 
207 
assume that the reorganization of farms to achieve a selected 
standard must take place over a given number of years. In 
this process a certain number of farms are lost by "adjust­
ment". It is necessary to determine the difference between 
the loss in opportunities and the opportunities made avail­
able by deaths, retirements, and voluntary migration. Infor­
mation concerning the number of "satisfactory opportunities" 
made available is not readily accessible, and additional re­
search and study is needed. 
Since information needed is not readily available it ap­
pears that a conclusion regarding the farm opportunities must 
be qualified. Information in this study indicates that approx­
imately 39 percent of all of the farm boys who have an occupa­
tional plan intend to farm. It is necessary to have more in­
formation regarding "satisfactory opportunities" before a com­
parison can be made between the boys planning to farm and the 
opportunities available. The following hypothesis is suggest­
ed for further examination: Iowa farm boys planning to farm 
exceed the number of satisfactory farming opportunities avail­
able . 
The question of relating occupational plans to agricultural 
adjustment 
There is widespread agreement among economists that the 
supply of resources used in farming is greater than optimum. 
A reduction of inputs, land, labor and capital, used in the 
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production of agricultural products would be a contributing 
force toward agricultural adjustment. One of the inputs 
which appears to be in excess supply at the present time is 
the farm labor resource. Any apparent reduction in the rate 
of entry in the farm occupation or any indication that farm 
boys are unwilling to accept the type of entry that offers 
low real incomes would be a contributing force to agricultur­
al adjustment. 
The information presented in this study suggests that 
equilibrium conditions should not be considered in terms of 
comparable money incomes alone. Considering equilibrium in 
terms of comparable real incomes which includes some of the 
nonmonetary benefits associated with farming appears to be 
more reasonable. 
Ten percent of the Iowa farm boys would still farm know­
ing that they could earn $2,000 more in a nonfarm job. Ap­
proximately nine percent of the boys who are planning to farm 
believe that farms less than 160 acres would provide them with 
a satisfactory income. Nearly half of the boys who plan to 
farm are planning to start by sharing the income of the home 
farm with their father. 
Apparently many farm boys are willing to accept farming 
opportunities which would provide them with money incomes much 
less than the comparable money income in a nonfarm job. If 
this apparent willingness to accept lower money incomes is 
done with full knowledge of the money income limitations it 
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suggests that money income deficiencies are offset by nonmon­
etary benefits. Many boys indicated a willingness to forego 
money income for nonmonetary benefits in both farming and non-
farm jobs. 
There is the possibility that the boy's monetary income 
expectations are higher than the money income he will actually 
realize once he has entered the farming occupation in the man­
ner he suggests. If the boys' statements were made on the 
basis of insufficient or inaccurate information, changes re­
garding the monetary income that the boy is willing to accept 
will occur. 
The question of information reliability 
It was suggested earlier in this study that evaluation 
on the reliability of the respondent's information regarding 
monetary and nonmonetary benefits pertaining to specific occu­
pations was not the purpose of this study. Frequently, re­
sponses given by the boys raised questions regarding the reli­
ability of the boy's occupational information. For example, 
the boys in both major occupational groups expected to average 
more than $9,000 net cash income at age 30. From the brief 
examination that was made, it appeared that the boys not 
planning to farm were inclined to be slightly more accurate 
in the information they possessed. 
It was also mentioned that the respondents in this study 
will be interviewed again at a later date to determine the 
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extent to which plans were realized and the deficiencies that 
might have existed in the information on which plans were 
based. 
Realization of the boy's occupational plan will depend a 
great deal upon the reliability and extent of the information 
he possessed. Additional study is needed to determine the 
types of information necessary in order that a boy might make 
an occupational decision which he has a high probability of 
achieving. A suggested hypothesis for further study might be: 
Occupational information regarding monetary and nonmonetary 
benefits related to occupations will result in a smaller per­
centage of farm boys planning to farm. 
The question of adequate preparation for occupations 
The United States Department of Labor reports that in­
creasing demand for all workers is expected in all occupa­
tional groups except "farmers and farm workers" and "unskilled 
laborers". (57A, p. 11) Sixty-one percent of the boys who had 
an occupational plan in the Iowa study indicated they were 
planning nonfarm jobs. In addition, some of the 39 percent who 
were planning to farm might be unable to find satisfactory op­
portunities. Even if successful in finding a start in farming, 
many of these starts will not be opportunities that will pro­
vide them earnings in monetary or nonmonetary benefits which 
they consider satisfactory. 
It appears reasonable to conclude that a high percentage 
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of Iowa farm boys will be entering the nonfarm labor market 
within the next five or ten years. Therefore, the question 
regarding their training for this nonfarm labor market is a 
pertinent one. 
Sixty-eight percent of the boys planning nonfarm jobs 
planned more training either through college or trade schools. 
Twenty-four percent of the boys expecting to farm planned more 
training. Consequently, about one-third of the boys who plan 
nonfarm jobs will receive no further training. Many of the 
boys who are unable to find satisfactory farming opportunities 
even though they plan to farm will be in the "untrained" cate­
gory. Assuming that boys who do not receive additional train­
ing will depend upon unskilled labor for their livelihood it 
appears that many of the Iowa farm boys will be entering the 
relatively oversupplied unskilled labor market. 
It appears from data in this study that a high percentage 
will be attempting to enter the only two occupational classi­
fications which the United States Bureau of Labor predicts will 
have a labor surplus, farming and unskilled labor. 
Additional study is needed regarding type of technical 
training necessary and how it can be made available to Iowa 
farm boys in order to permit them to move from the unskilled 
labor class into skilled labor categories. 
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SUMMARY 
Technological progress and the increasing productivity 
of capital relative to labor have caused a growing redundan­
cy in farm labor. Rising per capita incomes and high income 
elasticities for many nonfood products have caused a growing 
demand for some nonfarm labor. The former economic force has 
developed a push of farm labor from farming and the latter has 
developed a pull of farm labor into nonfarm industries. 
Economic pressures such as these are felt throughout the 
farming industry, but much of the force will be focused on 
farm boys planning entry into the farm occupation. Consequent­
ly, this study was designed to determine the occupational 
plans of boys about to enter the labor market and to determine 
major factors influencing these plans. 
It was learned that over 39 percent of the Iowa farm boys 
who have an occupational plan are planning to farm. Over 60 
percent of the boys are planning a nonfarm occupation, with 
the largest single group choosing the professions. 
In order to identify the major forces affecting occupa­
tional plans, a conceptual theoretical framework was proposed. 
It was suggested that a boy has an opportunity line for mone­
tary and nonmonetary benefits associated with an occupation. 
The individual preference structure of the boy will determine 
the combination of monetary and nonmonetary benefits on the oc­
cupational opportunity line that will provide greatest satis-
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factions. In this way, the respondent equates the marginal 
rate of substitution of his preference structure with the mar­
ginal rate of transformation of the opportunity line. It was 
further proposed that resources, both financial and personal 
ability, and information level were important in establishing 
the expected monetary and nonmonetary returns in an occupation. 
Within this framework attributes of the boys planning to farm 
and not planning to farm were examined. 
The importance of preferences for nonmonetary benefits 
associated with an occupation became obvious when the boys 
were asked their occupational preference under conditions of 
equal money income of $4,000. Fifty-one percent of the boys 
preferred farming under such conditions, 1+0 percent preferred 
a nonfarm job and nine percent said it didn't matter. Sixty-
nine boys who preferred farming said that they would still 
farm even if they could earn $2,500 more in a nonfarm job. 
The same number, 69 boys, who preferred nonfarm jobs said that 
they would still prefer nonfarm jobs even if their earning 
capacity in farming were $2,500 greater. The 439 boys who 
preferred farming at equal incomes placed an average money 
value on the nonmonetary benefits associated with farming at 
$1,709. The 347 boys who preferred nonfarm jobs at equal in­
comes placed an average money value on the nonmonetary bene­
fits associated with a nonfarm job at $1,742. 
It was clear that factors other than occupational prefer­
ences were important in formulation of occupational plans. 
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Many of the boys who preferred farming at equal income were 
not planning to farm, and many of the boys who preferred non-
farm jobs were not planning to follow a nonfarm occupation. 
The data supported the hypothesis that the respondent's 
personal ability was a differentiating attribute and an im­
portant factor influencing the occupational plan. Boys plan­
ning nonfarm jobs tended to rank higher in I. Q., scholastic 
ability, grade point and leadership ability than did boys 
planning to follow the farm occupation. In the case of I. Q., 
the boys planning nonfarm jobs averaged 107, while those 
planning farm jobs averaged 102. 
A possible explanation is that boys with greater scholas­
tic ability do more reading. This would enable them to become 
more informed on various occupations. If a boy's opportunity 
to achieve greater satisfaction were, in fact, better in a 
nonfarm job, the boy with the greater scholastic ability would 
be expected to be more cognizant of the fact. Therefore, he 
would form higher expectations for a nonfarm job relative to a 
farm job. 
Assuming that the financial position of the parents can 
be considered a contributing resource to the boy's plan, it 
was noted that the boys who plan to farm were from families 
with significantly higher net worths than were boys planning 
nonfarm jobs. Families of the boys planning to farm had 
average net worths of $40,199, while those planning nonfarm 
jobs had average net worths of $29,075* 
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Income expectations proved to be another attribute show­
ing significant difference between those who plan to farm and 
those who plan nonfarm occupations. On the average the boys 
who planned to farm expected the income earning potential in 
farming to be approximately equal to their earning potential 
in a nonfarm job. On the average those who planned a nonfarm 
job expected their earning potential in farming to be three-
fourths of their expected earning potential in a nonfarm job. 
The boys who were certain of their nonfarm occupational plan 
had an average expected 1965 income from three different farm 
size situations of $8,643» or approximately 58 percent of the 
1965 expected average of $14,753, estimated by the boys cer­
tain they were going to farm. 
The tendency for the boys planning to farm to be much 
more optimistic regarding income expectations in farming than 
were the nonfarm boys was evident from the information collect­
ed. Comparing the income expectations of both groups with 
actual income received from Iowa farms, it appeared that both 
groups were overly optimistic, but the nonfarm plan group had 
the closer estimate. 
After identifying important factors affecting the farm 
plans of Iowa farm boys such as preferences for nonmonetary 
benefits, income expectations, and as available resources, an 
attempt w&s made to determine the relationship between these 
important factors. 
Of the boys who had high income expectations for farming 
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relative to a nonfarm job, high resources in terms of family 
net worth, there was a wide difference in the percentage 
planning to farm when grouped into high, medium and low pref­
erence for nonmonetary benefits associated with farming. 
Ninety-four percent of those with high preference for nonmon­
etary benefits associated with farming planned to farm, 38 
percent with medium preferences and 14 percent with low pref­
erences. "When considering the group that had high preferences 
for the nonmonetary benefits associated with farming and high 
farm income expectations relative to nonfarm income, differ­
ences appeared when subdivided into high, medium, and low 
groups according to resources. Ninety-four percent of the 
high resource group planned to farm, 87 percent of the med­
ium group, and 75 percent of the low resource group planned 
to farm. 
Within the range of variation experienced, it was evident 
that income expectations, resources, and nonmonetary prefer­
ences were important factors affecting farm plans, but the 
nonmonetary benefits associated with farming appeared to have 
greater influence on occupational plans. 
When two important factors tended to work in the same di­
rection, such as high resources and high farm income expecta­
tions , or low resources and low farm income expectations, con­
sistent relationship conforming to the hypothesis were ob­
served. However, when forces worked in opposite directions, 
such as high resources and low farm income expectations, in­
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consistencies were observed, suggesting that other factors 
were influencing occupational plans. 
Throughout this study relationships between factors 
affecting occupational plan and the occupational plan were in­
fluenced by degree of certainty. With most attributes, the 
greatest difference appeared between boys who were certain of 
their farm plan and the boys who were certain of their nonfarm 
plan. As the degree of uncertainty increased for both the 
farm plan group and the nonfarm plan group, differences tended 
to disappear. With the group of boys uncertain of their occu­
pational plan the differences between the farm plan group and 
the nonfarm plan group appeared to be nonexistent. Apparently 
the boys who were very uncertain of their occupational plan 
were so uncertain that their responses to the questions dis­
played very little similarity to the answers given by the 
other boys in the occupational plan group. 
The expectations and preferences of Iowa farm boys re­
garding monetary and nonmonetary income from farm and nonfarm 
occupations showed a high degree of variability. On the basis 
of the theoretical framework presented in this study the boys 
were divided into three groups: 
Group 1 consisted of boys whose expectations of monetary 
earnings and nonmonetary benefits were higher for the farm oc­
cupation than for the nonfarm occupation. This group obvious­
ly planned to farm. One hundred twenty-two boys expected 
earnings in farming to be higher than earnings of the same 
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capital and labor used in nonfarm jobs. These same 122 boys 
preferred farming if farm and nonfarm money earnings were both 
$4,000. Sixty-nine of these boys would still prefer farming 
if their incomes in a nonfarm job were more than $2,500 
greater than their earnings in farming. 
Group 2 consisted of boys whose expectations from mone­
tary income and nonmonetary benefits were both higher for the 
nonfarm job than for farming. Three hundred ninety-four of 
the boys expected their monetary return from a given set of 
resources to be higher in a nonfarm job than in farming. Two 
hundred fifty-three of these boys preferred a nonfarm job at 
equal income. Sixty-nine boys still preferred a nonfarm job 
even if a farm job offered more than $2,500 greater income. 
Group 3 consisted of the boys who expected the monetary 
income from a given set of resources to be higher in a non-
farm job, but they anticipated greater nonmonetary benefits 
in farming. There were 282 boys in this group. Those whose 
preference structure placed greater weight on monetary bene­
fits than on nonmonetary benefits planned a nonfarm job. One 
hundred eight boys were in this category. Those who placed 
greater weight on nonmonetary benefits than on monetary bene­
fits planned a farm job. One hundred seventy-four boys were 
in this classification. 
The boys in group 3 probably would be the most suscep­
tible to changing economic forces or to policies aimed at in­
fluencing the mobility of farm boys. 
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This was intended as an exploratory study to provide in­
formation on important factors influencing the occupational 
decisions of Iowa farm boys. In order that the information 
presented in this study might offer its fullest significance 
it should be compared with information regarding opportunities 
of Iowa farm boys to enter farm and nonfarm occupations. In­
formation pertaining to satisfactory entry opportunities is 
not readily available. More research and study is needed to 
obtain this information. 
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APPENDIX A THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
A. GENERAL INFORMATION 
1. Your name 
2. Your age years. 
3. Your parent's name (First and last) 
1).. Your parent's mailing address 
5. Name and address of one close relative other than 
parents 
6. Is your father living? Yes No 
If yes, answer the following questions: 
a) What is his approximate age? years 
b) Has he worked at a nonfarm job during the 
past year? Yes No 
If yes, what kind of work did he do? 
How many weeks during the past year did he 
work at this job? weeks. 
7. What was the last grade in school completed by your 
father? 
(Circle) 
Secondary school 6,  7» 8 ,  9, 10, 11, 12 
Business and technical school 1, 2, 3 
College 1, 2, 3» 4 
Beyond college 1, 2, 3, k-
8. Is your mother living? Yes No 
If yes, answer the following questions; 
a) What is her approximate age? years. 
b) Has your mother had a paying job during the past 
year? Yes No 
9. What was the last grade in school completed by your 
mother? 
(Circle) 
Secondary school 6, 7,  8, 9, 10, 11, 12 
Commercial and nursing 1, 2, 3 
College 1, 2, 3,  4  
Beyond college 1, 2, 3, 1| 
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10. During the school year, about how many hours a week, on 
the average, do you work on the family farm? hrs. 
11. During the summer months, about how many hours a week, on 
the average, do you work on the family farm? hrs. 
12. Do you receive pay for this work on the family farm? 
Yes No 
If yes, about how much were you paid over the last year? 
(Include value of feed and livestock received) $ 
13. Have you done any nonfarm work for wages during the past 
year? Yes No 
If yes, 
a) How many weeks did you spend at nonfarm work during 
the past year? wks. 
b) About how much did you make per week, on the average, 
at nonfarm work during the past year? $ 
llj.. Of the following school activities, check the ones in 
which you participate: 
Basketball Debating 
Football team High school plays 
Baseball team School annual 
Track team School paper 
Band Pep squad 
Orchestra Class office 
Glee Club Other ( indicate) 
15. When you finish high school, what do you plan to do: 
(check one) 
Go to work 
Get more training or education 
If you are planning more training or education, answer the 
following: 
a) Do you plan to go to college? Yes No 
If yes, how many years of college: 1, 2, 3, Ij., 
b) Do you plan to go to a trade school? Yes No 
If yes, indicate what trade you will stuHy 
c) Do you plan to take training other than college or 
trade school work? Yes No 
If yes, indicate what this is 
l6. Suppose there were a trade school (a school to prepare 
you for any one of a dozen trades such as auto mechanic, 
draftsman, electrician, barber, printer, surveyor, etc.) 
within driving distance of your home. Would you be in­
terested in attending such a school to become a skilled 
craftsman or technician? 
Yes No Don't know 
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If yes, 
What trade, craft or skill would you be interested 
in learning? 
17. Suppose you had an opportunity to do any of the fol­
lowing when you finish high school. Which one would 
you prefer to do? (Check one) 
Go to college 
Go to work at a job you like 
Go to a trade or technical school 
Go to a business school 
Other (indicate) 
18. As to continuing my education beyond high school my 
father: (Check one) 
feels I should quit high school and go to work, 
feels I should go to work right after high 
school, 
feels I should plan to take additional training 
beyond high school, 
has never said much about it. 
19. As to continuing my education beyond high school my 
mother: (Check one) 
feels I should quit high school and go to work, 
feels I should go to work right after high 
school, 
_feels I should plan to take additional training 
beyond high school, 
has never said much about it. 
20. Have you been a member of a lj.-H club? Yes No 
If yes, 
a) At what age did you begin? 
b) Are you still active in the program? 
Yes No 
c) If not active, at what age did you drop out of 
the program? 
21. Have you been a member of FFA? Yes No 
If yes, 
a) At what age did you begin? 
b) Are you still active in the program? 
Yes No 
c) If not active, at what age did you drop out of 
the program? 
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B. YOUR OCCUPATIONAL PLANS 
1. Have you given any thought to the kind of occupation 
you would like to make your life career? (By occupa­
tion, we mean kind of work, such as carpenter, lawyer, 
farmer, bookkeeper, truck driver, etc.) 
Ye s N o 
If yes in 1, answer the questions under 2. If no in 1, 
skip to question 3• 
2. As of now, what occupation do you plan to follow immed­
iately after you finish your schooling? 
a) Do you plan to make this work your life career? 
Yes No 
If no, what occupation do you plan to finally make 
your life career? (Be specific) 
b) As of now, how certain are you about your plan for 
your life career? (Check one.) 
Very certain 
Fairly certain 
Fairly uncertain 
Very uncertain 
c) When did you first decide on this plan for your 
life career? (Check one) 
In 12th grade 
In 11th grade 
In 10th grade 
Earlier 
d) Briefly indicate the three main reasons why you 
plan to follow this occupation. 
e) Do you anticipate any difficulty in going into the 
occupation of your final choice? 
Yes No Don't know 
If yes, is the difficulty you anticipate related 
to: [Check one or more) 
1. Cost of training for the job. 
2. Your capacity to do the work. 
3. Limited opportunity in this occupation where 
22k 
you live. 
4. Lack of knowledge of where to find this kind of 
work. 
5. Lack of funds to move to area where job is lo­
cated. 
6. Have to help support my family and/or relatives. 
7. Large capital investment to get started. 
8. Other (specify ). 
f) Who was particularly important in helping you make 
your occupational plans? (Rank the three most im­
portant with 1 for mosb important, 2 for next and 
3 for least important.) (Do not use checks.) 
suggested by study in school 
through work on the job 
suggested by reading in magazines, books • 
suggested by radio, television, or movies 
suggested by my parents 
^close friends, advice 
suggested by a teacher 
suggested by vocational guidance 
vocation of a person whom I admire 
experience in i|.-H 
experience in PFA 
other ; ^ 
3. If you don't plan to farm what are your three main rea­
sons for not farming? ' ' 
4. Does your father have a job in mind which he thinks you 
should plan for? Yes No 
5. Does your mother have a job in mind which she thinks 
you should plan for? Yes No 
If yes, what kind of job? (Specific name) 
C. YOUR JUDGMENTS ABOUT INCOME OPPORTUNITIES 
1. Suppose you were planning to be a farm operator in Iowa 
after finishing school. 
a) How many acres of cropland do you think you would 
need as a renter for a satisfactory income? 
acres. 
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b) How many acres of cropland do you think you would 
need as an owner for a satisfactory income? 
acres. 
c) About how much capital invested in machinery, 
livestock and equipment do you think you would 
need as a renter for a satisfactory income? 
$ 
d) About how much capital invested in machinery, 
livestock and equipment do you think you would 
need as an owner for a satisfactory income? 
$ 
2. We would like to have your estimate of the net cash in­
come per year (cash receipts minus cash expenditures) 
from farming operations for an average owner-operator 
on three different size .Iowa farms in 1958 and 1965. 
The farms have the resources shown below: 
Resource ' Small farm Medium farm Large farm 
Land and buildings . $20,000 • $50,000 $100,000 
Livestock, machinery 
and equipment $ 8,000 $15,000 $ 25,000 
Family labor l4 months ll|. months llj. months 
Your estimate of net 
. cash farm income. 
per year 
• In 1958 $ 
In 1965 $ 
3. Suppose you had $15,000 in the bank and you are consid­
ering how you could be using this money and your own 
working time to best advantage in the future. 
a) How much net income per year do you think your 
labor and this capital would earn you in' the year 
1965 if you were farming then? $ 
b) How much net income per year do you think you 
would earn in the year 1965 if you worked at the 
highest paying nonfarm job you could get and put 
this capital into the best paying nonfarm invest­
ment? $ 
4. What would you consider a satisfactory net cash income 
per year in farming? 
At 20 years of age $_ per year. At 30 years of 
age $ per year. 
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D. YOUR RESOURCES 
1. 
Approx. Value 
Do you own or have a financial interest in any of the 
following kinds of property? 
Property 
Land: Yes No (Sale value) 
I4.-H or FFA livestock: Yes No 
(Sale value) 
Other livestock: Yes No (Sale 
value) 
Savings (Bonds, stocks and cash): 
Yes No (Cash value) 
Automobile and/or truck: Yes No 
(Sale value) 
$_ 
$ 
$ 
Farm machinery and equipment : 
Yes No (Sale value) 
Life insurance: Yes No (Present 
loan value) 
$_ 
$ 
Other (Indicate ) : Yes No 
2. Suppose you were planning to farm on your own or go into 
some other business when you finished school. How much 
money do you think you could borrow to get started? 
From your family and other relatives: $ 
Don't know 
From other sources (bank, production credit, etc.) 
$ Don't know 
3. Would you have an opportunity to begin farming in some 
arrangement with your father? 
Yes No Don't know 
If yes, what kind of arrangement would this be? 
1|-. Suppose you were planning to farm on your own when you 
finished school. Do you think your folks would help 
you get started? Yes No Don't know 
If yes, how much could you expect from: 
Kind 
a family loan of money? 
a family gift of money? 
a family gift of land? (total 
sale value) 
use of family land? (total sale 
value) 
a family gift of livestock and 
machinery (total sale value) 
Amount (none or 
dollar value) 
dollars 
dollars 
dollars 
dollars 
dollars 
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Kind Amount (none or 
dollar value) 
use of family owned machinery 
(valued in terms of what you 
otherwise would have to pay 
for the use of such machinery) dollars 
5. Suppose you were planning to go on to college when you 
finished high school. Do you think your folks would 
pay some of the cost of your college education? 
Yes No Don't know 
If yes, about what part of the cost do you think your 
folks would finance? 
Less than 25 percent 
25 to 50 percent 
50 to 75 percent 
More than 75 percent 
Don't know 
6. Suppose you were planning to take a nonfarm job or go 
into a nonfarm business when you finish school. Do you 
think your family would help you get started in this 
job or business? 
Yes No Don't know 
If yes, how much could you expect from: 
a family loan none or É 
a family gift none or $ 
7. Do you have any brothers and sisters? Yes No 
If yes, how many brothers? 
how many sisters? 
a) For your older brothers and sisters, list the first 
name, present occupation and present residence in 
table below. 
First name Present occupation Present residence 
(town and state) 
b) Have any of your older brothers or sisters received 
any help from your folks in getting started in 
farming, business or a nonfarm job, including fin­
ancial help for college? 
Yes No Don't know 
8. How many acres of farm land do your father and mother 
own? acres 
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9. How many acres of land did your folks operate in 1958? 
acres 
10. How many acres of this land was in harvested crops 
(corn, oats, soybeans, wheat, grain sorghum and hay)? 
acres 
11. Indicate the approximate amounts of the following items 
sold from your father's farm in 1958. 
Number of market hogs 
Number of grain fed cattle 
Number of other cattle 
Bushels of corn 
Bushels of soybeans 
12. How many cows are presently being milked on your fam­
ily's farm? 
13. What would you say was the general state of your health? 
Very good Good Pair Poor 
14. Do you have any physical disabilities that would inter­
fere with doing farm work? Yes No 
If yes, briefly describe the disability 
E. OCCUPATIONAL INFORMATION 
L Here are some questions about different jobs. For each 
group of jobs, rank all the jobs from high to low, with 
1 for highest, 2 for next, and so on for all jobs in 
the list. 
a) Rank all the jobs according to the amount of money 
needed for training and getting started in the 
jobs. (Do not use checks.) 
Cornbelt tenant farmer 
Medical doctor 
Truck driver 
High school teacher 
Machinist 
b) Rank all jobs according to the steadiness of in­
come from year to year. (Use the last five years as 
a basis for the ranking.) (Do not use checks.) 
Cornbelt tenant farmer 
Dentist 
High school teacher 
229 
Semi-skilled factory worker 
c) Rank all jobs according to the opportunity to be 
your own boss, make your own decisions about your 
work. (Don't use checks.) 
High school teacher 
Factory worker 
Farm owner and operator 
Lawyer 
d) Rank all jobs according to the social standing of 
the job. (Don't use checks.) 
Cornbelt tenant farmer 
Lawyer 
Taxi driver 
Clerk in store 
High school teacher 
How much income per year in dollars do you think the 
average American worker made last year in the follow­
ing jobs? 
Filling station attendant $ 
Electrical engineer 8 
Cornbelt tenant farmer 8 
Skilled machinist S5 
Semi-skilled factory worker $ 
(4-8 weeks of work) 
Check the one answer which you believe is most correct 
in the following statements. 
a) The number of farms in Iowa is 
increasing by five percent per year 
increasing by two percent per year 
staying the same 
decreasing by two percent per year 
decreasing by five percent per year 
b) The percent of national income which comes from 
farming is 
increasing 
staying the same 
decreasing 
c) The average size farm in Iowa is about 
80 acres 
llj.0 acres 
175 acres 
200 acres 
220 acres 
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YOUR IDEAS ABOUT JOB PREFERENCES 
1. In thinking about an ideal place (community) in which 
to live and work, how important are each of the follow­
ing conditions as they may influence your choice of a 
place to live and work? (Indicate importance to you by 
a check.) 
Very Not 
Important Important Important 
a) Short distance from 
relatives 
Many entertainment 
and recreational 
facilities 
Adequate school fa- ~ 
cilities near by 
Pleasant climate 
Short distance from 
friends 
Adequate church fa­
cilities 
g) Adequate shopping 
facilities 
Adequate transpor­
tation facilities 
No traffic conges­
tion 
Adequate housing fa-" 
cilities 
k) Quiet-neighborhood • " 
1) Adequate medical 
facilities 
m) Considerable "dis­
tance from neigh-• 
bors 
2. In the following question, we would like to have you.in­
dicate your preference between farming as an occupation 
and what you consider to be your best nonfarm opportun­
ity. Farm income includes the value of farm house rent 
and farm products consumed in the home. Consider in­
comes in both jobs (farming and nonfarm work) to be 
equally steady over the years. 
a) Suppose your income was $ij.G00 per year in both farm­
ing and your best nonfarm job opportunity. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Farming Best nonfarm job Doesn't matter 
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If your answer above is farming, complete the 
questions belowT 
i) Suppose your income in farming was $4000 per 
year and your income in your best nonfarm 
job opportunity was $4500 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Farming Best nonfarm job 
Doesn1t matter 
ii) Suppose your income in farming was $4000 per 
year and your income in your best nonfarm 
job opportunity was $5000 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Farming Best nonfarm job 
Doesn't matter 
iii) Suppose your income in farming was $4000 per 
.•year and your income in your best nonfarm 
• job opportunity was $5500 per year. Which. . 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Farming ' 'Best' nonfarm job 
• Doesn't matter 
iv)'- Suppose", your income in farming was $4000 per 
. ' year, and your income in your best nonfarm 
job opportunity was' $6000 per year. Which 
• would, you- prefer? (Check one..) 
Farming Best.nonfarm job 
. Doesn't matter 
v) Suppose your income in farming was $4000 per 
year and your income in' your best nonf arm-
job opportunity was $6500 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
• Farming Best nonfarm job 
Doesn't matter 
If your answer in a) abov.e is best nonfarm" job, 
complete the questions belowT ! 
i) Suppose your income in your best nonfarm job 
opportunity was $4000 per year and your in­
come in farming was $4500 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Best nonfarm job Farming 
Doesn't matter 
ii) Suppose your income in your best nonfarm job 
opportunity was $4000 per year and your in­
come in farming was $5000 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Best nonfarm job Farming 
Doesn't matter 
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iii) Suppose your income in your best nonfarm job 
opportunity was $4000 per year and your in­
come in farming was $5500 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Best nonfarm job Farming 
Doesn't matter 
iv) Suppose your income in your best nonfarm job 
opportunity was $4000 per year and your in­
come in farming was $6000 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Best nonfarm job Farming 
• Doesn't matter 
v) Suppose your income in your best nonfarm job 
opportunity was $4000 per year and your in­
come in farming was $6500 per year. Which 
would you prefer? (Check one.) 
Best nonfarm job • Farming 
Doesn't matter 
Check one answer for each pair of statements. 
a) If you had your choice between tfoo jobs which were 
the same in° all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job with work out-of-doors 
A job with work indoors L 
b) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
' the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job which would not mean you had to leave your 
present town 
A job which would mean that you had to move away 
from your present town 
c)- If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job that would require living in the city 
A job that would not require living in a city; 
where you could live in the country ____ 
d) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job where you have little contact with other 
people 
A job where you have a lot of contact with other 
people 
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e) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job which involves important responsibilities for 
making decisions 
A job which involves few responsibilities for making 
decisions 
f) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job in a small organization 
A job in a big organization 
g) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would 'you prefer? 
A job which primarily involves physical work and ex­
ercise • 
A job which involves little'physical work and exer­
cise ° 
h) If you had your choice between two jobs which were 
the. same in all respects except the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer'?. . 
A job.which primarily involves use of machines and 
tools . 
A job which involves little use of machines and tools 
i) If you had your choice between' two jobs which were 
. the same in all respects except, the one listed be­
low, which would you prefer? 
A job which primarily•involves developing relation­
ships with people ' . 
A job which involves few relationships with .people 
In this question two facts people consider when they 
choose jobs are listed together. Place a check in 
front of the fact you believe to be more important to 
you in choosing a job. 
a) The security of keeping the job as long as you 
want it 
The steadiness of income from year to year 
b) The steadiness of income from year to year 
The amount of money you can make over a ten-
year period 
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c) The security of keeping the job as long as you 
want it 
The amount of money you can make over a ten-
yenr period 
d) The opportunities for advancement on the job 
The steadiness of income from year to year 
e) The steadiness of income from year to year 
The amount of freedom you have on the job to be 
your own boss 
f) The amount of money you can make over a ten-
year period 
The opportunities for advancement on the job 
g) The amount of money you can make over a ten--
year period 
The amount of freedom you have on the job to be 
your own boss 
h) The security of keeping the job as long as you 
want it 
The amount of freedom you have on the job to be 
your own boss 
i) The amount of freedom you have on the job to be 
your own boss 
The opportunities for advancement on the job 
j) The opportunities for advancement on the job 
The security of keeping the=. job as long as you ' 
want it- • 
5. What is the name and location of the bank your father 
•uses? 
Bank * s name • 
Address of bank (Town) ' . 
Thank you! Your cooperation will-help other farm boys make a 
wise choice of their life's work. 
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APPENDIX B SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRES OBTAINED 
FROM PARTICIPATING- SCHOOLS 
Sbhool 
Garnavillo 
Luana 
Marquette -
• McGregor 
Monona -
Farmer sbur g 
Postville 
Elma Public 
Ft. Atkinson 
Immaculate Con­
ception (Elmà) 
St. Mary's (N. 
Washington 
Rudolphinum . 
(Protivin) 
St. Williams 
(Alta Vista) 
Colmar 
Armstrong 
Dolli ver.r. ' . 
Lakota' . ' 
Ledyard-
Estimated Actual 
8 
k 
ljt 
26 
6 
2 
11 
3 
10 
8 
4 
10 
6 
". 8( 
.9 
8 
k 
11 
26 
6 
2 
10 
3 
10 
8 
k 
11 
• 
8 
8 
Number 
Completed 
. 7* 
• 4 -
ii 
26 
6 
l': 
10 
3 
10 
8 
k 
°11 
k-
8 
8 
Di scards 
^"Enumeration loss, 1. 
^Enumeration loss, 1. 
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School Estimated Actual 
Number 
Completed Discards 
Ringstead 8 8 8 
Swea City 9 9 9-
Britt 14 15 15 . 1 
Bayfield k . 4 . 4 
Garner •11 ; • 6 6 . 
Titonka 11. • ii' 11 
Wodên - .Crystal 
take 6.. 10 10. 
'Bo y den • 8 ' . 7 . 7 
George 9 
°8 8 1 
Hull 7 7 7 0 
Rock Valley 5 ' -4 4 
Western Christian - . 
(Hull) 17 ' 28 .28 .-
Aurelia 11 11 ll . , 1. 
Washington (Cherokee) 5 • 5. • '  S - ' " -
Cleghorn 
. 7 ' 7: ; 7 ' . 
Holy. N ame; (#arcus: - • 
. 7: . ' ; 7" • .7 2 ' 
Immaculate Conception-
" (Cherokee) • •„ ; '2 . 2 2 
Larabee 1 2 2 1 
Marcus 9 8 8 
Meriden 2 2 2 
Charter Oak 9 9 9 
Denison 19 21 21 3 
Dow City 8 8 8 2 
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Number 
School Estimated Actual Completed Discards 
St. Ann's 3 4 4 
Schleswig 14 14 14 
Adair - Casey 24 19 ' • 18*"' 1 
• ' 
Bayard- . 5- ' 5" • 5' 
Guthrie Center.• ' . - 15 
Yale 
.. • "4 
Boone • . 
Madrid ' F 
Ogden... 14 12 ' 12 
United Community 13 13 
Burnside l 1 ' • I: 
Callender 4 4: 
Dayton-
" %•> :% 5 
Go wrier C;6n so lida'te'd 12 7 . .7 
Harcourt ' 4 4 ; V • V 
Johnson-. Township--
• ° . . 
; : ;"5 
Lanyon. 1 . ' ' . %2: -'/.r: 
.. 
' ' . "2" ^  - • • 2 
Lehigh . • 3. ' ; . ' 5 
Moorland 3 4 - 4 
St. Matthews (Clare) 4 4 • * * k 
Stratford 4 5 5 
Buck Creek 3 3 3 
Colesburg 7 7 7 
^Enumeration loss, 1 
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School 
Delhi 
Dundee 
Earlville 
Greeley 
Hopkinton 
Manchester 
Aplington 
New Hartford 
Parkersburg 
Reinbeck 
Wellsburg 
Bennett 
Clarence 
Lowden . 
Stanwood 
Mechanlcsville 
Tipton 
Cosgroove 
Hilton 
Iowa Valley 
Parnell 
Williamsburg 
Fremont 
Cedar 
Estimated 
10 
6 
4 
5 
3 
12 
. 9 
8 
8-
12 
5 
16 
10 
" 7 
k . 
4 
12 
7 
3 
13 
7 
18 
6 
4 
Actual 
10 
6 
3 
4 
3 
14 
8 
8 
8 
16 
6 
15 
10 
6 
5 
4 
12 
7 
4 
9 
6 
16 
6 
3 
Number 
Completed 
10 
6 
3 
4 
3 
14 
8 
8 
8 
16 
6 
15 
10 
6 
5 
4 
12 
7 
4 
9 
6 
16 
6 
3 
Discards 
1 
1 
1 
4 
1 
2 
1 
2 
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School 
North Mahaska 
(New Sharon) 
North Mahaska 
(Lacey) 
Oskaloosa 
Baxter 
Lynnville - Sully 
Newton 
Hays Catholic 
Letts 
Muscatine 
Oakville 
West Liberty 
Wilson (Wilton 
Junction) 
Centerville 
Cincinnati 
Moulton 
Seymour 
Udell 
Coburg 
Eliott 
Emerson 
Estimated Actual 
13 
8 
20 
10 
18 
26 
1 
5 
18 
3 
9 
4 
24 
3 
7 
15 
4 
3 
6 
7 
13 
8 
15 
11 
20 
24 
1 
5 
21 
4 
8 
5 
22 
k 
5 
15 
3 
3 
7 
7 
Number 
Completed Discards 
10* 2 
8 l 
15 
ll l 
l8"~" l 
24 
l 
5 i 
21 4 
4 i 
8 
5 l 
22 8 
k 
5 
15 
3 
3 
7 1 
7 1 
^Enumeration loss, 3• 
^'"'Enumeration loss, 2. 
2^0 - 241 - 242 
School Estimated Actual 
Numb er 
Completed Discards 
Nodaway 3 . 3 3 
Red Oak 6. • 3'. 3- . • 0 
Stanton 
•  
V
.  
5. ; . .5 . ' - • 1 
Stennett 
" •  
3
-
•. * 0 
• 
Villlsca ' •• 11 . '6:r' 
Wales • - Lincoln.. •• ' ; • • 4 - •:;4i-; 
Chariton' • 
Osceola • 'i. • 22 \ 22 
Tot ai . 922* .6.2.. 
*Total enumeration loss, 8. 
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APPENDIX G PREFERENCES FOR NONMONETARY 
BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH FARMING 
Preferences for the nonmonetary benefits associated with 
farming were classified as highy medium, and low for cross-'-
tabulation purposes. Respondent!s were. ranked according to the 
amount of monetary return they would be willing to forego 
without changing their occupational choice. The "high"y "med­
ium" , and "low" groups regarding their preference foi? the non­
monetary benefits associated with farming are described in 
Table 61|. 
Table 61}.. Preferences for nonmonetary benefits associated with 
farming 
Number of Boys 
Occupation Pre­
ferred at $4000 
Income in Both 
Amount of Income » 
Willing to Forego 
Before Changing 
Occupation : 
High Preference 
69 
29 
93 
101 
Médium Preference 
' 114 ' 
. 33' 
74 ' 
' 37 / -
Low Preference . 
74 ' 
72 
74 
21 
69 
Farming 
• Farming 
• Farming 
• Farming 
• Farming-• • 
Farming 
Doesn11. Matter 
Nonfarm 
Nonfarm 
Nonfarm 
Nonfarm 
Nonfarm 
Nonfarm 
Over $2500 
È2S00 
82000 
. $1500 
È1000 
$.500 
$ 500 
31000 
51500 
&2000 
52500 
Over $2500 
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Net Worth 
The- respondents were divided into high, medium and low 
groups according to the net - worth of the family as supplied 
by the local banker. . 
High group # 289 $35.» 000 ' and-over '• 
/ ... '• . \ Medium group" # 235-'$15,-000° to $3^,999- . ' 
. -Low. group # 222°'.belpW': $lJ|,-999 . " •••.. 
Relative ' farm in c dmeexpe ct.at-i on s - \ • ' . . 
By placing the expected income fromjfarming-,; with sp6.c;i-
fied resources, over the expected income from nonfarm use of 
the same resources, a ratio of relative income expectations -
was determined. 
An array of the computed ratio, with the high, medium, 
and low groupings, is given in Table 65. . -. 
Table 65- Relative farm income expectations:• : 
Group Ratio .Number • Total 
High Over 1.0 
. ,:'i.ov-vv;rAi:' 
) : . 24 253 
Medium'' ou8' " . ' '• ° 103 
0 0 : 7  86 
0 . 6  .  '  122 311 
"Low 0 0.5 100 
0.4 55 
0.3 53 
0 . 2  k2 
0 . 1  33 283 
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APPENDIX D ADJUSTING SCHOLASTIC GRADES TO A 4.0 BASIS-
In order to adapt the various scholastic grading systems 
used by Iowa high schools to a four position code system, the 
following procedure was used. The coding is based on the 
grade adjusting; system used by- the:>Registrar1 s Office at Iowa 
State University. ... ' , / ' ' 
Table 66. Adjusting scholastic- grades to a 4*0 basis' 
. 4.0 Standard. . ^ c.' ' -
• .. Used.In • • ' • : / '/• 
The Study . Percentage Le.tter . 4 Point 
4.0 • '95-100 À+ÀA- \ . :--V- ' J.5-4.0 
- 3.0. ' : ... 90- 94 : 3+BB-/ ': :.- "" 2*. 5-3'. 4*. ' 
•  2 . o ' .  -  •  * 3 2 -  8 9 " .  ' " v .  c + c . c W .  , 1 . 5 - 2 . 4  
•1.0" . '75- 81 • • '.D+fjij-^. ... .. o"-i.:4 
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